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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. EWING).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 22, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS W.
EWING to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We pray, O gracious God, that all the
good values of daily living will come to
us and nurture us along the way. While
we pray for the wonders of faith and
hope and love, our prayer is that our
lives will be encouraged by the mar-
velous gifts that have come from You,
our creator and redeemer, and from the
lives of those near to us.

May we, O God, so live our lives in
response to these blessings that our
words and deeds will be marked by a
spirit of thanksgiving and praise, of ap-
preciation and adoration for all the
wondrous benedictions we have re-
ceived and for the kindness and gen-
erosity of our colleagues, our family
and our friends.

In Your name we pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. LEE led the Pledge of Allegiance
as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes on
each side.

f

WORLDWIDE HEROIN CRISIS

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the world
is now awash in deadly heroin. Last
week, the New York Times reported
that Afghanistan now produces three-
quarters of the world’s supply of
opium, the basic ingredient for heroin.
Production is soaring under Taliban
control, and another 270 tons of heroin
may be available from the coming
bumper opium crop in Afghanistan.

In addition, we have Burmese heroin
aplenty, and here at home we are
awash in Colombian heroin that is
purer, cheaper, and ever more deadly
than we all have seen in the past.

Today, the United States heroin mar-
ket, especially along the East Coast, is
dominated by this Colombian heroin,
while Europe is facing the massive
Asian flood of heroin; and with a recent
new twist, our European friends are
also seeing more and more Colombian
cocaine as well.

All of this opium and heroin produc-
tion flourishes, especially where there
is no government or weaker, ineffec-

tive government unable or unwilling to
control illicit narcotics. This is a col-
lective challenge for the international
community which must and has an ob-
ligation to face collectively for the
benefit of our children.

f

NEW WORLD BILL COLLECTORS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
U.N. says we owe them a billion dollars
and if we do not pay we will lose our
vote. The U.N. also said they accepted
three new member countries. All three
are smaller than the hometowns of my
colleagues. One has 8,000 people.

Now, if that is not enough to tax our
peacekeeping, check this out. These
three countries will have three votes.
We will still have one vote.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. The truth
is the United Nations owes Uncle Sam
$6 billion for saving their international
assets year in and year out.

I say it is time for Congress to tell
these New World bill collectors to
shove their debt up their charter.
Think about that.

I yield back the big vote we will lose
at the United Nations.

f

BROAD-BASED TAX RELIEF IS
BEST ANSWER

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the aver-
age working family in Nevada toiled
until May 14 of this year just to pay
their tax bill. Now, this seems not only
unbelievable but unconscionable, as
well. However, it is true, and here is
why:

Mr. Speaker, Americans are paying a
record-high 21 percent of their gross
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domestic product in taxes, the highest
since World War II according to the
Congressional Budget Office.

The average U.S. household will pay
approximately $5,307 more in taxes to
their Government than it needs over
the next 10 years according to the Con-
gressional Research Service.

The typical American working fam-
ily pays more than 38 percent of its in-
come in total taxes, more than it
spends on food, clothing, and shelter
combined. The average household pays
$9,445 in federal income taxes alone,
which is twice what it paid in 1985.

Is it any wonder that Americans feel
as though they are working harder
than ever but cannot seem to get
ahead?

Broad-based tax relief is the best an-
swer. Working families should not be
working for Washington. Rather, Wash-
ington should be working for families.

I yield back any change we have in
our pockets.

f

GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, another
week in America, another mass shoot-
ing. Seven people killed at Ft. Worth,
Texas, four of them children. Every
day 13 children are killed by guns in
America. Yet, this Congress does noth-
ing.

Opponents to gun safety laws say
that no law could have prevented the
Ft. Worth tragedy. They may be right.
But just because we cannot save all of
the children does not mean we should
not try to save any of our children.

Hundreds of children have died since
the tragedy at Columbine High School,
when Congress promised to act.

Today I join my colleagues to pay
tribute to some of those children and
to urge the congressional leadership to
pass gun safety legislation in their
memory.

April Bonita Turner, age 18, killed by
gunfire on April 20, 1999, Washington,
D.C.; Courtney Bradley, age 18, killed
by gunfire on April 22, 1999, St. Louis,
Missouri; James Walton, age 16, killed
by gunfire on April 22, 1999, St. Louis,
Missouri; Pierre David, age 18, killed
by gunfire on April 28, 1999, Detroit,
Michigan; Sheldon Jones, age 17, killed
by gunfire on April 28, 1999, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Tonetta Smith, age 16,
killed by gunfire on April 29, 1999,
Washington, D.C.

f

NATIONAL MINORITY
ENTREPRENEURS OF THE YEAR
(Mrs. WILSON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, tonight
in Washington, D.C., the country will
recognize nine national minority entre-
preneurs of the year. Of those nine, two
come from Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Miguel Rios started Orion Inter-
national Technologies in 1985 and has
grown that company to 140 employees
and $9 million in revenue providing en-
gineering and systems integration
services for lasers at White Sands Mis-
sile Range and Air Force Research Lab-
oratory. He is one of the Nation’s top
Hispanic high-tech firms.

Tito Bonano started Beta Corpora-
tion in 1993 to provide radioactive
waste management services and has
branched into computer services, as
well. Both of these national minority
entrepreneurs of the year formerly
worked at Sandia National Labora-
tories in Albuquerque, and Tito has
also had his business named as one of
the top 10 of New Mexico’s Flying 40,
the fastest growing high-tech firms.

We are all proud of them as Ameri-
cans and as New Mexicans and we
honor them today.

f

YOUTH VIOLENCE PLAGUES OUR
INNER CITIES

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, youth vio-
lence has plagued our inner cities for
years. Legislators, community activ-
ists, parents, and teachers have all
called for a comprehensive solution.

Homicide is the leading cause of
death among black males age 15 to 24.
Unfortunately, now gun violence is
now happening everywhere. We must
pass gun safety legislation now. Access
to guns by children and criminals
should end.

Let us remember all children who
have been killed by gunfire. I call to
the attention of my colleagues those
who have been killed since the Col-
umbine tragedy:

Pablo Vega, age 18, killed by gunfire
on May 4, 1999, Detroit, Michigan; Er-
nest Troche, age 17, killed by gunfire
on May 8, 1999, Bridgeport, Con-
necticut; Salvador Galioto, Jr., age 13,
killed by gunfire on May 9, 1999, Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin; Tyquan Miller, age
9, killed by gunfire on May 16, 1999,
Richmond, Virginia; Brad Crouse, age
15, killed by gunfire on May 19, 1999,
Hillsboro, Wisconsin; Edward Belton,
age 18, killed by gunfire on May 21,
1999, St. Louisiana, Missouri; George
Camacho, age 14, killed by gunfire on
May 22, 1999, San Bernardino, Cali-
fornia.

f

PRESIDENT RELEASES FALN
TERRORISTS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, last week
the President of the United States re-
leased the FALN terrorists from prison
onto the streets. These terrorists com-
mitted heinous crimes and were con-
victed of robbery, sedition, and con-

spiracy. We even have pictures of them
actually making bombs. The President
somehow trusts these terrorists that
they will now do the right thing.

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to the
American taxpayers deciding for them-
selves how to spend their own money,
the President does not trust them. The
President prefers to continue letting
the bureaucracy in Washington dictate
how Americans’ hard-earned money is
spent.

This is what President Clinton said
earlier this year: ‘‘So the question is,
what do we do with the surplus? We
could give it all back and hope you
spend it right.’’

How about that? The President can
only hope the American people would
do the right thing. That is outrageous,
Mr. Speaker. The President trusts
FALN terrorists. He trusts the federal
bureaucracy here in Washington. But
he does not trust the American people
with their own money.

What is next? The Unabomber on the
street?

f

GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, in
my hometown of Evanston, Illinois, I
have been to three funerals in recent
months. I have cried with grieving par-
ents bearing their children because of
senseless gun violence. To honor the
memories of those children, I pledge
my support for gun safety legislation
and continue the roll call of names of
children who have been killed by gun-
fire since Columbine:

Susie King, age 11, killed by gunfire
on May 23, 1999, West Lampeter, Penn-
sylvania; Lee Brown, age 16, killed by
gunfire on May 27, 1999, Forest Park,
Georgia; Armando Garcia, age 16,
killed by gunfire on May 28, 1999, San
Bernardino, California; Angela
Yglesias, age 18, killed by gunfire May
28, 1999, Detroit, Michigan; Antonio
Munoz, age 17, killed by gunfire on May
30, 1999, Providence, Rhode Island; Iris
Turull, age 3, killed by gunfire on May
31, 1999, Bronx, New York; Daron
Mitchell, age 18, killed by gunfire on
May 31, 1999, Akron, Ohio; Allen
Darrington, age 17, killed by gunfire on
June 1, 1999, Kansas City.

f

ELIMINATION OF THE MARRIAGE
TAX PENALTY

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, is it
right, is it fair that under our tax code
married working couples pay more in
taxes just because they are married? Is
it right, is it fair that 21 million mar-
ried working couples pay higher taxes
than identical couples with identical
incomes who live together outside of
marriage? Of course it is wrong.
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Let me introduce to my colleagues

Michelle and Shad Hallihan, public
school teachers from Joliet, Illinois.
They suffer the marriage tax penalty.
Twenty-one million married working
couples pay an average $1,400 more in
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried.

Now, $1,400 in Joliet, Illinois, where
Shad and Michelle live, is one year’s
tuition at Joliet Junior College. It is 3
months of day-care at a local child care
center. It is also several months’ worth
of car payments.

This Republican Congress believes we
should eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty. We passed legislation as part of
the Financial Freedom Act, our tax
cut, to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty for a majority of those who suffer
it, people like Michelle and Shad
Hallihan.

My colleagues, the question is will
the President join with us? Does he
want to spent the money here in Wash-
ington, or does he want to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty?

Mr. President, sign the tax cut. Let
us eliminate the marriage tax penalty
for Michelle and Shad Hallihan.

f

HOW MANY MORE CHILDREN’S
LIVES WILL END BY GUNFIRE?

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, how
many more children’s lives will be
ended by gunfire? How many more
tears will parents shed?

b 1015

Mr. Speaker, it is time to act. We
must pass gun safety legislation now.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to continue
the roll of names of children who have
been killed by gunfire since Columbine:

Dominic E. Johnson, age 16, killed by
gunfire on June 1, 1999, St. Louis, Mis-
souri;.

A.J. Flores, age 13, killed by gunfire
on June 2, 1999, Grand Prairie, Texas;.

William Floyd, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 2, 1999, Washington, D.C.;.

Ricky Salizar, age 12, killed by gun-
fire on June 2, 1999, Roswell, New Mex-
ico;.

Rodney Nelson, age 17, killed by gun-
fire on June 3, 1999, Detroit, Michigan.

f

DEFEAT H.R. 1402, CONSOLIDATION
OF MILK MARKETING ORDERS

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, for
62 years dairy farmers in the upper
Midwest have been placed at a com-
petitive disadvantage. For 62 years we
have received less for our milk simply
because we are closer to Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. No other product in Amer-
ica is priced based on where it comes
from and what it goes into, only milk.

In response to this, a couple of years
ago Congress authorized the Secretary
of Agriculture to come up with modest
reforms. Dairy farmers have spoken.
They voted in a plebescite to endorse
Secretary Glickman’s modest proposal.

Mr. Speaker, out in the Midwest we
have an expression: A deal is a deal;
and a bargain is a bargain.

The farmers have spoken, but unfor-
tunately we are going to have a great
debate today to undo those modest re-
forms.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please as
we listen to this debate today, we
should vote our consciences, not the
special interests, defeat H.R. 1402.

f

THIS CONGRESS WILL NOT PASS
REAL GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, today I stand here to offer the
names of dead children, the names of
children who were killed by guns since
Columbine. I represent the mothers
whose tears will not dry and the fa-
thers who have broken hearts because
of the loss of their children because
this Congress will not pass real gun
safety reform.

So this morning, Mr. Speaker, I am
here to continue the roll of our dead
children:

Robert J. Prough, age 13, killed by
gunfire on June 4, 1999, Beaver Dam,
Wisconsin;

Maurice Jiles, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 5, 1999, Gary, Indiana;

Joseph Sweeney, age 18, killed by
gunfire on June 5, 1999, Washington,
D.C.;

Lawanza Robinson, age 18, killed by
gunfire on June 16, 1999, Detroit, Michi-
gan;

Blaine Reeves, age 15, killed by gun-
fire on June 9, 1999, Atlanta, Georgia;

Raphael Rivera, age 14, killed by gun-
fire on June 10, 1999, Harrisburg, Penn-
sylvania;

Shannon Smith, age 14, killed by
gunfire on June 14, 1999, Phoenix, Ari-
zona;

Brandon Williams, age 3, killed by
gunfire on June 15, 1999, Hollywood,
Florida.

f

PORKER OF THE WEEK AWARD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. A study from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office reveals that
President Clinton’s trips last year to
Africa, China, and Chile cost more than
$72 million. The President’s six-nation
tour of Africa required advanced, 10
separate advance, trips to arrange the
itinerary, 1300 military and civilian of-
ficials, more than 200 White House
aides, 13 helicopters and enough equip-
ment to require 98 air cargo missions,
all at a cost of $43 million. A 10-day

trip to China costs nearly $19 million,
and a 4-day regional summit in Chile
had a $10.8 million price tag. Of the 72.1
million total for these three trips, 84
percent was charged to the Defense De-
partment.

At a time when Bill Clinton is gut-
ting defense budgets and asking for
military personnel to do more with less
it is offensive that he draws tens of
millions of dollars for presidential
trips that yield very little. Instead of
perpetuating the 13-year downward de-
fense spending cycle this administra-
tion has continually promoted, Clinton
should build up America’s military
that he so readily uses.

Does not it appear excessive to pin
$72 million on three trips billed as
goodwill tours? Bill Clinton gets my
‘‘Porker of the Week Award.’’

f

WHO WOULD HAVE THOUGHT
THERE WOULD EVER BE A CON-
GRESS LIKE THIS ONE?
(Ms. NORTON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, who
would have thought that our country
would ever see so much gun carnage?
Who would have thought that the
killings would spread from districts
like mine to districts of all my col-
leagues? Who would have thought there
would ever be a Congress like this one
who would have done nothing about
the killing of children like those whose
names I read killed since Columbine?

Lee Martindale, age 14, killed by gun-
fire on June 17, 1999, St. Louis, Mis-
souri;

Roshon Hollinger, age 5, killed by
gunfire on June 20, 1999, Atlanta, Geor-
gia:

Darryl Hall, age 13, killed by gunfire
on June 22, 1999, Jacksonville, Florida;

Khari Bartigan, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 23,1999, Boston, Massachu-
setts;

Deslond Glenn, age 17, killed by gun-
fire on June 24, 1999, Fort Worth,
Texas;

Fred Warren, age 18, killed by gunfire
on June 25, 1999, Miami-Dade County,
Florida;

Chau Tran, age 17, killed by gunfire
on June 26, 1999, Lansing Michigan;

Richard Rogers, age 16, killed by gun-
fire on June 29, 1999, Fort Wayne, Indi-
ana.

f

PUTTING EVERYDAY AMERICANS
AHEAD OF BIG GOVERNMENT

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, gov-
ernment confiscates too much money
from the American family. In my view,
the Republican tax relief package cur-
rently sitting on the President’s desk
improves the fairness of the Tax Code.

For example, it reduces the marriage
tax penalty which seems to me an obvi-
ous step in the right direction. It also
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gets rid of the estate tax, or as it is
commonly known, the death tax. It
will also make it easier for people to
keep the family farm or the family
business when an owner dies. It also
makes it easier for people to obtain
health insurance, a measure that will
make a real difference in the lives of
millions. It will also make it easier for
families to save for their children’s
education, certainly something that
should warm the hearts of those who
wanted greater fairness in a tax code.

The Tax Code is unfair, but the Presi-
dent has threatened to veto our tax re-
lief package maybe even today. I hope
he will reconsider, Mr. Speaker, and
put the everyday Americans ahead of
big government.

f

WHILE REPUBLICANS ARE TAKING
CARE OF BILLIONAIRES, WHO IS
TAKING CARE OF OUR CHIL-
DREN?

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, there
are other ways to take care of our chil-
dren as well as gun control. The Repub-
licans have tried for the past month to
sell their $792 billion tax package to
the American people, but American
people are smarter than that. They
know that the Republican tax plan is
designed mainly to take care of billion-
aires. What American people want to
know is: Who is taking care of our chil-
dren?

They also know that our Republican
colleagues are not taking care of our
children. Our children do not need tax
breaks for the wealthiest 1 percent of
Americans, they do not need corporate
tax breaks. Our children need the sur-
plus invested in their future by pro-
tecting Medicare, Social Security, and
paying down our national debt. They
also need gun control for their safety.

So I ask my Republican colleagues,
while they are taking care of billion-
aires, who is taking care of our chil-
dren?

f

THEY TALK ABOUT GUN CONTROL
BUT CONSISTENTLY REFUSE TO
DO ANYTHING ABOUT CRIME
CONTROL

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, first I
want to say to my friends on the other
side of the aisle who have been reading
a list of names: I think that is entirely
appropriate that we remember the
names of children who died by gun vio-
lence at the hands of criminals. But
that tells part of the story. Perhaps it
would be appropriate today if we also
read the names of liberals in this
Chamber who have consistently voted
against building more prisons to house
violent criminals; the names of liberals

who consistently vote against tough-
on-crime measures, the names of lib-
erals who today support a President of
the United States who grants clemency
to terrorists.

We ought to read the names of inno-
cent victims who have defended them-
selves against gun violence over the
years. Let us read the names of women
who have defended themselves against
rape, or defended children in their
home. Let us remember the names of
the Founding Fathers who intended
every law-abiding American to have
that right of defense against gun vio-
lence. Let us hold people accountable
for illegal actions, and let us hold poli-
ticians accountable that talk about
gun control out of one side of their
mouth, then consistently refuse to do
anything about crime control.

f

MOO DOO ECONOMICS

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to announce today the creation of a
new Federal program that will sub-
sidize aqua farmers that raise lobsters
to sell to consumers, and the amount
of the subsidy will depend on the dis-
tance these lobster farmers are from
Boston and Maine. Sound silly and ri-
diculous? Well, it is of course, but wel-
come to the world of our Federal dairy
policy. Milk is the only product pro-
duced in this country that faces price
discrimination based on where it hap-
pens to be produced and what it is used
for, and that distance is based on a city
in the heart of my congressional dis-
trict, Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

But today, Members of Congress have
the ability to allow reform, much need-
ed, long overdue reform, of that anti-
quated, depression-era policy to go for-
ward by voting no on 1402 and saying
good-bye finally to the ‘‘old moo-doo’’
economics that we have been operating
under since the great depression.

f

AMERICANS WANT THEIR CHANGE
BACK

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, recently I
was in Wichita, Kansas, at a fast food
restaurant, and the person in line
ahead of me ordered $4 worth of food.
He handed over a $5 bill to the cashier,
and they expected their change back,
as would every American. They over-
paid their food order, and they ex-
pected their change.

Mr. Speaker, America has overpaid
the cost of government, and they ex-
pect their change. What the Repub-
licans have done is pay for the cost of
the Federal Government, lock up all
Social Security payments, protect
Medicare payments, pay down the pub-
licly-held debt, and after we have spent

all that money and set aside all that
money we still have overpaid the cost
of government.

Mr. Speaker, America deserves their
change back, and that is exactly what
our tax relief package does. It gives
America back their change.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the President
will not veto Americans right to get
their change back, from their overpaid
bill.

f

MORE TAX RELIEF FOR THE RICH

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to support the President’s veto of the
Republican tax proposal because it is a
disgrace.

We hear the Republicans come up and
say we want tax relief for Americans,
but when we look at the facts and when
we go behind the rhetoric, what we find
is that this is more tax relief for the
rich. Over 60 percent of the benefits in
this tax package go not to the average
American, not to the school teachers
and the policemen, but they go to the
very wealthy. They go to the people
who are already doing very well in this
society, the people who are making a
killing on the stock market. The 20
percent of the wealthiest Americans in
this country will get the lion’s share of
the benefits. That is not right.

We will hear my Republican col-
leagues talk about the marriage pen-
alty, and we should not penalize mar-
ried couples. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
that, but what about the tax relief for
the rich and the estate tax? Only 2 per-
cent of Americans pay estate taxes, the
wealthiest 2 percent in America. They
have to have an estate over a million
dollars in order to get estate tax relief,
and that is who they want to give a tax
break to.

Look further. What do we find? More
special interest tax breaks throughout
this $800 billion monstrosity.

We can have reasonable tax relief,
but we should pay down the debt, im-
prove Medicare, provide prescription
drugs, and invest in education not give
more tax relief for the rich.

f

b 1030

ILLEGAL DRUGS SHOULD REMAIN
ILLEGAL, EVEN IN OUR NA-
TION’S CAPITAL

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
some are urging President Clinton to
veto the fiscal year 2000 D.C. appropria-
tions bill, not because it spends too lit-
tle, not because it spends too much,
but, get this, because it simply con-
tains a provision that says the District
of Columbia can take no steps to legal-
ize mind-altering drugs.
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Now we know that about 70 percent

of D.C. voters want to legalize drugs,
including the current and, of course,
the former mayor. That comes as no
surprise. What would come as a sur-
prise is if President Clinton vetoes this
bill because it simply says illegal drugs
remain illegal in our Nation’s capital.
Hopefully, the President, rather than
listen to these folks, will listen to
America’s parents, police officers and
his own drug policy head, General
Barry McCaffrey; sign this D.C. appro-
priations bill and remind the District
of Columbia that it remains part of the
Union and subject to federal antidrug
laws.

f

EMERGENCY FARM ASSISTANCE

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, over the
past several months, I have traveled
my district, the 8th District of North
Carolina, and spent dozens of hours lis-
tening to farmers and ranchers tell me
about the state of the farm economy.

In February, I, with the help of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EWING)
and the Committee on Agriculture,
hosted a field hearing in Laurinburg to
learn farmers’ concern about the cur-
rent crop insurance program and what
changes they felt needed to be imple-
mented to achieve meaningful reform.

The Committee on Agriculture took
the comments of my farmers and the
comments from other farmers around
the country and passed a bill which ad-
dresses their concerns and will
strengthen crop insurance and provide
better risk management tools for farm-
ers and ranchers.

Crop insurance is just one recent ex-
ample of how the Committee on Agri-
culture takes a grass-roots approach in
learning about a problem and then,
with a bipartisan effort, efficiently
works to solve it.

Congress is once again being called
upon to listen to what is going on in
farm country and respond in a timely
and effective manner. After hearing
from my farmers, I introduced a bill
last week, H.R. 2843, the Emergency
Assistance for Farmers and Ranchers
Act of 1999. In addition, I call on Mem-
bers to help pass the emergency spend-
ing bill necessary for flooding and
drought in crop areas this week.

f

WHEN TAX DOLLARS ARE USED
FOR MORE GOVERNMENT PRO-
GRAMS, THE LIBERALS ARE SI-
LENT

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, if Republicans want to provide tax
relief to American families, the lib-
erals are outraged. What about the na-
tional debt, they shout? But when it

comes to more Washington spending,
suddenly, the liberals are silent. Not a
word is spoken by the liberals about
the debt when more spending and big-
ger government is being debated. Sud-
denly, it is as if the national debt never
existed.

This feigned concern about fiscal dis-
cipline and the national debt by the
same people who have spent the past 40
years expanding government and accu-
mulating that debt is obviously insin-
cere. Tax relief never, but more govern-
ment spending, sure. That is the pat-
tern and we see it day in and day out.
The less revenue the Government takes
in, the less social engineering, the less
redistribution of wealth and the fewer
new Government programs the left can
oversee. That is why they hate tax re-
lief so much.

f

THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT
KOWTOW TO SPECIAL INTER-
ESTS, INCLUDING DAIRY CAR-
TELS

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the price
Americans pay for a gallon of milk is
dependent upon how far they live from
Eau Claire, Wisconsin. Now, this is
moodoo economics. In 1996, Congress
passed and I supported the Freedom to
Farm Act, which directed the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to create a more
market-oriented dairy program. Yet
today some in Congress want us to
take a step backwards away from re-
form.

Today’s bill would create a costly,
burdensome bureaucracy. Dairy cartels
are economically inefficient. They are
protectionist. They are unfair. They
cost the consumer $1 billion a year.
Government should not be subsidizing
businesses. We do not do it for com-
puter chip factories or convenience
stores. So instead of protecting dairy
cartels, we ought to protect America’s
250 million American taxpayers and
consumers, and I urge my colleagues to
oppose H.R. 1402. Stop milking our tax-
payers. Do not kowtow to special inter-
ests.

f

IF THE PRESIDENT VETOES THE
REPUBLICAN TAX BILL, HE
RAISES THOSE TAXES BACK TO
THE LEVEL THEY WERE BEFORE

(Mr. COLLINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask, Is
today the day the President is going to
raise taxes on married couples, in-
crease the income tax rates, tax edu-
cational savings, tax families who want
to keep family members in their home
who are now of senior age, those who
want to purchase health insurance,
those who want to purchase long-term
care insurance? Is today the day he is

going to reinstate the death tax, the
alternative minimum tax?

That is right, Mr. Speaker. The Con-
gress has lowered the tax burden on
American families, American workers
and American business by $792 billion.
If the President vetoes that tax bill, he
raises those taxes back to the level
they were before the Congress lowered
taxes on American workers, American
families, and American businesses.

f

CONSOLIDATION OF MILK
MARKETING ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to House Resolution
294 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
1402.
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Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1402) to
require the Secretary of Agriculture to
implement the Class I milk price struc-
ture known as Option 1A as part of the
implementation of the final rule to
consolidate Federal milk marketing
orders, with Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington in the Chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST).

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. COMBEST asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, as all
Members know, dairy policy debates
are contentious and are characterized
more often than not by regional as op-
posed to ideological differences.

The House Committee on Agriculture
has endeavored to provide Members on
all sides of this issue ample notice and
a fair process in which to debate their
views and represent the interests of
their constituents.

H.R. 1402, as reported, addresses sev-
eral perceived weaknesses of the final
decision of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture as well as current law. During
committee consideration, several
amendments were included to deal with
concerns over price volatility, manu-
factured product formula pricing, and
price support.

Mr. Chairman, I know Members are
split on dairy policy. I am also aware
that there is no great sense of camara-
derie within the industry on this issue.
This is a modest bill which makes some
modest changes in the federal dairy
program. I urge all Members to support
this legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

Mr. Chairman, we have a consider-
able variety of federal programs meant
to guarantee a healthy agricultural
sector for our Nation. Year after year,
Congress has reaffirmed its commit-
ment to build, redesign and improve
policies that promote it. The more I
think about these different programs
and their purposes, the more I come to
the conclusion that the key to a strong
system for farming and ranching is the
maintenance of policies that support
cooperative effort.

I am very excited that we have the
opportunity to debate this issue today.
Because whether we are talking dairy
or cotton or sheep or hogs or corn, the
problem is price. We have to find ways
for our producers to get more of the ag-
ricultural dollars, and the long-term
solution from the producer standpoint
is cooperation, cooperation in the tra-
ditional sense of cooperatives and co-
operation now soon to be in a nontradi-
tional sense in which corporate Amer-
ica recognizes it is in their best inter-
est to do whatever is necessary to see
that more of the consumer dollars go
to the producer’s pocket.

Mr. Chairman, dairy farmers are ex-
tremely vulnerable as stand-alone
price-takers. Being a highly perishable
commodity, raw milk can be kept on
the farm for only so long before it be-
comes worthless. This fact is what has
given rise to the need for a federal pric-
ing system. The federal milk mar-
keting order system promotes the op-
portunity for dairy producers to get a
fair deal from the processor and does so
without setting strict, unaltered mini-
mums. Instead, regulated prices fluc-
tuate each month according to changes
in the market. The key benefit of the
program then is not in price enhance-
ment but in the promise of uniformity
that takes away the processor’s oppor-
tunity to play one producer off against
another.

Mr. Chairman, this program pro-
motes producer cooperation. Without
that cooperation, the producer has lit-
tle chance of bargaining for a fair deal
with a processor who can wait while
the milk deteriorates in the tank. With
cooperation, we have a shot at a
healthy dairy sector and we will con-
tinue to have a safe, abundant and reli-
able supply of milk.

While most processors would not
choose to conduct business in that
way, and do not, the program then and
the enhanced cooperation that results
from situations in which some do is the
problem we attempt to address today.
The program then, and the enhanced
cooperation that results, works to the
benefit of the processor and of the con-
sumer, as well as of the men and
women who go out to the barn two and
three times a day to get the cows
milked.

Mr. Chairman, in marking up this
bill, the committee adopted an amend-
ment to require forward pricing under
the order program. While I opposed
that amendment, it has become even
more clear to me, since the committee
acted, that the provision is a very fun-
damental challenge to the milk mar-
keting system, and one that will under-
mine cooperative effort at the very
time that we should be promoting it.
At the appropriate time, I will offer an
amendment to limit the program in a
way that will allow forward con-
tracting to go forward without crip-
pling the system.

Mr. Chairman, discussions of federal
milk marketing orders nearly always
divide along regional lines, and the
rulemaking we debate today is no ex-
ception. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. COMBEST), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), chairman for
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture, have done an excellent
job of facilitating a fair debate on this
matter; and I am grateful for their
leadership in bringing the bill to the
floor.

Mr. Chairman, USDA did a great deal
of work in developing the rule on milk
marketing order reform. The farm bill
required little more than a consolida-
tion of orders, a reform which by itself
was considered to be an important step
at the time. In addition to providing
for order consolidation, the Depart-
ment has used this rulemaking as an
opportunity to base manufacturing
class prices on milk components rather
than on Grade B prices, and it estab-
lishes several surplus production re-
gions as basing points for determining
minimum prices.

H.R. 1402 is designed to preserve all
of these reforms and to make reason-
able adjustments to Class I price dif-
ferentials. It represents responsible
progress towards an improved system
and should be viewed as such against
the backdrop of our current program.

I want to thank the chairman for al-
lowing me the time to address the com-
mittee regarding this important legis-
lation, and I am grateful for his assist-
ance in helping move this bill forward.

In spite of these accomplishments, there are
two areas where USDA badly missed the
mark. We need to pass H.R. 1402 to complete
the reform process in a manner that does not
adversely affect our nation’s existing milk mar-
keting system.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is supported by dairy
farmers from much of the United States be-
cause it is so important to ensuring a success-
ful completion of the milk marketing order re-
form process directed by the 1996 Farm Bill.
By requiring USDA to use Option 1A price dif-
ferentials in implementing order reform, H.R.
1402 will fulfill the Farm Bill’s mandate. It is
clear that important portions of the Final Rule
issued by the Administration lack the Congres-
sional and public support needed to be sus-
tainable.

Mr. Chairman, this point was made abun-
dantly clear by communications from Con-
gress and public views filed during the com-
ment period. Last year, nearly 240 Members

of the House wrote to USDA expressing their
support for Option 1A. According to USDA
documents of the 4,217 public comments that
were received regarding the Class I pricing
structure, 3,579 of them were in favor of Op-
tion 1A.

In spite of these overwhelming expressions
of public sentiment, USDA did not listen. Its
decision gives rise to the need for Congress to
act further.

Mr. Chairman, in understandable efforts to
simplify a complex issue, many have charac-
terized Option 1B—the option chosen by the
Department—as reform, and Option 1A as the
status quo. This characterization is simply in-
correct.

Mr. Chairman, Option 1A is not the status
quo. For many years, it was a goal of Upper
Midwest dairy organizations to encourage a
consolidation of milk marketing orders—so
much so that the Farm bill’s requirement for
consolidation was that region’s main accom-
plishment in the Dairy section of that bill. Op-
tion 1A would accomplish that goal to the
same degree as Option 1B. Under the old
rhetoric then, even with Option 1A, the Final
Decision would be a significant accomplish-
ment. But apparently the debate has shifted
and we are faced with a new measure of suc-
cess.

It was also a goal of the Upper Midwest to
bring an end to the accepted notion that each
Order’s Class I differential is related to its dis-
tance from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. Option 1A
recognizes three surplus zones as the basis
for determining Class I prices. In Texas, this
result itself means a significant lowering of the
differential and therefore of prices received by
producers. Option 1A will reduce income for
Texas Producers as well as producers in
many other parts of the nation. So, again,
under the old rhetoric and the old standards of
success for the Upper Midwest, Option 1A
represents a significant victory and a change
from the status quo.

Mr. Chairman, producers who are sup-
porting Option 1A were prepared to accept
these changes in Federal Orders that would
have made the system more equitable for the
Upper Midwest. The Final Decision, however,
will result in a substantial negative impact on
dairy producer income in Texas and in many
other areas. In short, the Final Decision goes
too far and unduly threatens the value of dairy
farm investment in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to focussing on
Class I differentials, I have devoted consider-
able attention to another controversy relating
to the Final Rule: the manufacturing milk pric-
ing formulas. Several witnesses at the Sub-
committee on Livestock and Horticulture’s
hearings this year raised concern that these
formulas will have a significant negative im-
pact on all producer prices. For this reason, I
offered an amendment that was adopted by
the Agriculture Committee to provide an in-
terim solution to this problem. Section 2 of the
Committee substitute requires that USDA ini-
tiate a new rulemaking for developing Class III
(cheese) and Class IV (butter & nonfat) pricing
formulas. While that rulemaking is pending,
the Final Decision’s formula is modified in a
manner that will partially ease the negative im-
pact of the Final Rule’s formula on dairy farm-
er income.

Mr. Chairman, for many years, a problem
with the Federal order system has been its in-
compatibility and risk management tools
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known as forward contracts. Such contracts
are often used by producers of other agricul-
tural commodities. In an effort to maintain a
sensitivity to market forces, Federally regu-
lated milk prices are reset each month in re-
sponse to market movements. Finding a way
to allow producers and handlers the option to
enter into log-term price relationships without
undermining that system has been a great
challenge.

During the Committee’s consideration of
H.R. 1402, Mr. DOOLEY offered an amendment
that was adopted by the Committee to require
USDA to allow forward pricing. I opposed the
amendment at the time because I did not feel
it contain sufficient safeguards, however I
have been working closely with Chairman
POMBO to develop improvements. To that end,
we have developed an amendment that will
allow forward pricing to go forward on a lim-
ited basis. Under the amendment, the forward
pricing program would expire as of December
31, 2004, and would apply only to non-Class
I milk. The amendment also requires USDA to
submit an interim report to Congress on the
operations of the program.

Mr. Chairman, USDA did a great deal of
work in developing the rule on milk marketing
order reform. The farm bill required little more
than a consolidation of orders—a reform
which, by itself, was considered to be an im-
portant step at the time. In addition to pro-
viding for order consolidation, the Department
has used this rulemaking as an opportunity to
base manufacturing class prices on milk com-
ponents rather than on Grade B prices, and to
establish several surplus production regions
as basing points for determining minimum
prices. H.R. 1402 is designed to preserve all
of these reforms and to make reasonable ad-
justments to Class I price differentials. It rep-
resents responsible progress towards an im-
proved system and should be viewed as such
against the backdrop of our current program.

Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing
me the time to address the Committee regard-
ing this important legislation. I am grateful for
your assistance in helping move this bill for-
ward.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), chairman of
the subcommittee which has jurisdic-
tion over dairy policy.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
take a couple of minutes to hopefully
try to explain to my colleagues how we
arrived at the position that we are in
in terms of this legislation. A couple of
years ago when we passed the Freedom
to Farm Act, as part of that legisla-
tion, as part of the farm bill, we di-
rected USDA to go in and look at the
dairy program, to redo the milk mar-
keting orders and the rules that we
play by, and they spent a considerable
amount of time in public hearings, in
internal work, to try to come up with
a plan that they felt would work.

I think all of my colleagues realize
that the current dairy program is ex-
tremely complicated. A lot of times it
does not make a lot of sense to a lot of

Members, and to those of us that have
spent a huge amount of time working
on dairy policy it does not make a lot
of sense to us either. It has been ex-
tremely difficult to work our way
through 60 years of dairy policy and try
and come up with something that is
going to operate, something that is
going to work and something that will
be a transition period for America’s
dairy farmers to go away from a com-
mand-and-control, government-knows-
best dairy policy into a more free-mar-
ket policy, which I believe is the ma-
jority of our goal that we would like to
achieve.
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middle of right now, USDA came out
with their recommendation, and some
people cheered it and others were ex-
tremely opposed to it because of the
changes that they made. What the
Committee attempted to do was to
come up with a compromise piece of
legislation, legislation that would give
us the ability to transition away from
the government-run dairy policy into a
more free market dairy policy.

The bill that we will have before us
today is part of that transition. I do
not like everything that is in the legis-
lation. In fact, there are many things
in there that I dislike. But I do believe
it is a reasonable transition.

One of the important things in our
part of this legislation that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
talked about before was the ability to
do forward contracting. I do believe
that this is part of the future of dairy
in this country, and it is an important
tool that our dairy farmers ought to be
able to use. Mr. Chairman, with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
I am introducing an amendment that I
believe puts safeguards into that par-
ticular part of the legislation. I urge
my colleagues to support that amend-
ment.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
control the time previously controlled
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM).

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.

Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, following the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. POMBO), I
am one of those that has been down on
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture working on this issue over
the last number of years, and it has
been frustrating, to say the least. I
would just like to say to my col-
leagues, I understand they are getting
a lot of pressure from farmers and co-
ops and so forth, but for those that be-
lieve in the free market and believe in
free trade and pushed the GATT and
NAFTA, I would just say to them, how
can they continue to defend a system
whose time has passed.

There was a good reason back in 1937
why we set up the system we have now,
because we wanted to keep fluid milk
close to the population centers, but
times have changed. We have inter-
state highways, we have refrigeration,
we have a lot of things that we did not
have back in 1937, and because of that,
it is time to change this policy.

The Department has done a good job,
they have gone out across the country,
listened to everybody, put together a
program that I do not like completely
because it does not go far enough, but
it is a step in the right direction, and
that is what we asked them to do back
in 1996. So we ought to follow through
on that commitment, and we ought to
not pass this bill and let the work that
the Department put together become
the law of the land.

The other thing that people ask me
all the time is why is it that it looks
like Minnesota and Wisconsin against
the rest of the country on this. Well,
people need to understand that this bill
focuses on the class 1 differentials,
which are just part of the picture in
dairy farming. In the Midwest, 85 per-
cent of the milk that we produce goes
into manufacturing. The reason that
we are concerned about this current
policy is that it is not based on eco-
nomics.

The current Class I differentials were
put in place when Tony Coelho, who
was the head of the Dairy Sub-
committee, legislated them and basi-
cally locked all of the dairy industry in
a room in 1985 and forced them to come
up with these legislative Class I dif-
ferentials that are in the statute. What
we are trying to do here is to change
those differentials so that they require
more what the economics of the dairy
industry are.

What our concern in the Midwest is
that we are a manufacturing market
and when the government pushes peo-
ple to produce more because of govern-
ment policies, that excess milk gets
dumped into our manufacturing mar-
ket and it affects our price, and that is
why we are concerned about this.

The other thing that is an issue in all
of this is that California has had their
own system, which is similar to a com-
pact that was set up in the northeast
area, and they have entered into this
because this new system is going to
make the manufacturing price of milk
closer to what their price is, and they
have been using this as an advantage
to lure some of the manufacturing in-
dustry to their State because of the
way the Federal policies have been set
up in the past, and they are outside of
that Federal system.

So what we are trying to do with this
is get the whole industry more on a
level playing field, get it to more mir-
ror economics, and it is the right direc-
tion to go. I understand where some of
the co-ops and farmers are coming
from because the economics of the cur-
rent situation favors their business
structure, but it is not the right thing
for the country. Again, I say to people,
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if they are supporting this, if they be-
lieve in the free market and free trade,
how can we set up a system where we
are going to put up barriers within this
country and favor one farmer over an-
other, or price milk based on how it is
going to be used at one price or an-
other. This is what the Soviet Union
tried, it did not work, and it is not the
best thing for this country.

So I urge that we defeat this bill.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Texas for
yielding me this time.

I would say to my colleagues that the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON) and I have spent 9 years almost on
the Committee on Agriculture, on the
Subcommittee on Livestock and Horti-
culture, trying to make some sense and
bring this order to the Federal milk
market order system; trying, we be-
lieve, to allow farmers to have the
chance to succeed by getting the Fed-
eral Government out of their way. But,
for 62 years, we have had this program
that sets up milk cartels, 34 of them
currently, around the country, and
part of the reform that is going into
place in the next couple of weeks will
reduce the number of marketing orders
to 11. As we get into this process, there
are certainly changes that will occur in
the differential.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1402, which we
are debating today, seeks to derail
these long overdue reforms to the milk
market order system. But let me be
honest, these are the most modest of
reforms that are being blocked today.
For decades, the U.S. dairy policy has
discriminated against some dairy pro-
ducers based on their distance from
Eau Claire, Wisconsin. I think it is
time to say enough is enough.

We looked at data, the Committee on
Agriculture did, to show that some 60
percent of dairy producers in this coun-
try would benefit from the reforms the
USDA is about to put in place, and
there are all types of numbers around,
but this is a consensus of the numbers.
So why do we want to stand in the way
of some 60 percent of U.S. producers
who are likely to gain from this change
in this order?

As we, most of us, believe in free
trade, asking countries around the
world to tear down trade barriers, we
in this country have one of the largest
trade barriers within our own country,
and that is this Federal milk market
order system. I just cannot understand
how my colleagues can continue to de-
fend this depression-era system that
says that milk is going to be priced
based on its distance from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin, and that we are going to
pay producers a different amount of
money, depending upon how the milk
that they sell is used.

So today we will have a chance to de-
bate this, and I am looking forward to
a healthy debate.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, could I inquire as to how
much time we have remaining on our
side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) has 21
minutes remaining.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND),
who has been a leader on this issue.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I rise to urge my colleagues to oppose
H.R. 1402 on final passage. This is a de-
bate, quite frankly, that I am sure no
one has looked forward to. It seems to
be a perennial thing that goes through
this United States Congress, and it is
unfortunate in many respects. I think
this is bad legislation based on policy
reasons, but also based on procedural
reasons.

First, the procedure, Mr. Chairman.
Back in 1996, my predecessor, Steve
Gunderson, who was then chairing the
Dairy Subcommittee, was going to
write some legislation in the Freedom
to Farm bill to reform this depression-
era milk-pricing system that exists in
this country. But there was an agree-
ment reached, an understanding
reached back then that instead of hav-
ing legislation go forward under Free-
dom to Farm, they were going to let
the regulatory and rule making process
at the Department of Agriculture take
its course. Over the next few years, the
Department of Agriculture held count-
less hearings across the country, took
testimony from experts in the field,
from dairy producers, and proposed a
reform that is due to take effect on Oc-
tober 1.

This is a very small, gradual reform,
but a reform that heads in the right di-
rection in leveling the playing field
and creating a fair and more equitable
dairy policy for all of the producers in
this country. But now, here we are in
the eleventh hour, just a few short days
before that reform is to take effect,
with this legislation that would effec-
tively stop that reform. This is unfor-
tunate, because I believe people’s words
in this House should stand for some-
thing, and agreements should count for
something. I am afraid that if we can-
not rely on each other’s promises and
agreements that are reached, I shudder
to think what the environment is going
to be like in this chamber on a whole
host of other issues.

But there are policy reasons to op-
pose this as well. Milk is the only prod-
uct that faces price discrimination in
this country based on where it is pro-
duced and what it is used for. There is
no other product that faces this same
type of discrimination, and under the
current policy, that subsidized rate is
based on distance from a beautiful city
in the heart of my congressional dis-
trict, Eau Claire, Wisconsin. It does
not make any sense.

For those Members, especially rural
Members, who constantly complain
about the disparity in reimbursement

rates under the Medicare formula, how
can they continue to defend a dairy
program that effectively does the same
thing, based on geography in this coun-
try. For those Members who are strong
advocates of fair trade with other
countries around the world, how can
they continue to defend a dairy policy
that effectively creates trade barriers
within our own country. It is com-
parable to setting up a new Federal
program that would subsidize aqua
farmers for raising lobsters based on
distance from Boston and Maine or
farmers that are growing oranges and
get a higher subsidized rate based on
how far they are from Florida or even
high-tech companies, giving them a
competitive advantage because they
are further away from the Silicon Val-
ley.

The point is that under our current
economic system, there are going to be
comparative advantages for producers,
especially in agriculture, that the gov-
ernment should not interfere with.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues can-
not vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1402, I am going
to be offering an amendment today
which will stop pitting region against
region, farmer against farmer, family
against family. It is a pooling program
where the Class I differentials, what
the farmers get for the milk they
produce for drinking purposes, would
be pooled and then distributed equally
and fairly to all of the producers
around the country, regardless of
where they happen to be producing
that milk. I think that is a fair, equi-
table and a common sense approach
which would finally end this constant
regional fighting and civil war over
dairy policy that we have in this cham-
ber all too often.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT), who is very
involved in agriculture policy.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Speaker for allowing us to
have time to debate this on an equal
footing.

Mr. Chairman, today we are engaged
in a great debate on a Federal policy
that defies rational economic policy
and just plain common sense just as
Anton Scalia a couple of years ago de-
scribed the Federal milk marketing
order system as ‘‘byzantine.’’

I doubt if there are more than a
handful of Members on the floor of this
House, in fact, I think if we had a quiz,
I suspect all would fail if we were asked
to describe in detail exactly how the
milk marketing order system works.
But we do know that it defies any log-
ical or economic sense.

Currently, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND) and myself, as well
as some other Members, have Russians
who are visiting in our districts, and
we are going to be hearing today about
the milk marketing order system being
almost a Soviet-style price scheme.

But it is interesting that even in
Russia today they are allowing mar-
kets to set the price of milk, and yet
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we are engaged in this debate today as
to whether or not we will allow some
modest reforms that Secretary Glick-
man came up with to go into effect.

b 1100

Mr. Chairman, we are going to hear
some interesting things today. Among
them, some people are claiming this is
going to cost the milk industry $200
million. That is not what the USDA
said. That is not what the consensus of
economists who have looked at that
have said. They say at maximum it is
going to cost dairy farmers $3 million.
That is the worst it is going to be.

Let me read a quote from the USDA.
If the modest reforms the Secretary
wants to put in place October 1 were in
effect this year, let me read this quote,
‘‘Over all Federal orders, the average
blend price would have averaged 15 to
20 cents per hundred weight higher if
Federal Order reform had been in place
over the last 12 months and nearly all
farmers would have been better off.’’

Mr. Chairman, we are not talking
about making bold changes that are
going to drive dairy farmers in some
parts of the country out of business, we
are talking about modest reforms we
are going to allow to go into place. The
current policy is indefensible. We
should defeat H.R. 1402. We should
allow the reforms to go into effect.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALD-
WIN), a new Member who has been a
real leader on this issue.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, for
nearly 6 decades Wisconsin dairy farm-
ers have been victims of a discrimina-
tory pricing system that devalues their
product, destroys their economic well-
being, and threatens their very way of
life. There are literally thousands of
dairy farmers that I could tell Mem-
bers about, but I would like to tell
Members a little bit about one family
farm, Dwayne and Janet.

Dwayne and Janet operate a family
farm in northern Green County in my
congressional district. Dwayne’s family
has operated a dairy farm for four gen-
erations, over 100 years. Dwayne,
Janet, and their sons work hard to
manage their herd of 45 cows. They
work between 90 and 100 hours per
week. They do not take vacations.

They are very worried about their fu-
ture. Dwayne and Janet have watched
farming decline in their township for
the last 20 years. The number of dairy
farmers in their township has declined
from 55 to now 29. All Dwayne and
Janet want is a level playing field.
Dwayne and Janet know that other
dairy farmers in other parts of the Na-
tion are getting more for their milk
simply by virtue of how far they live
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

Dwayne and Janet still count them-
selves as lucky so far, but because they
have seen their neighbors go out of
business, they wonder if they are next.

H.R. 1402 is bad for Dwayne and Janet
and all other Wisconsin dairy farmers.

The Department of Agriculture has of-
fered a fair reform plan. It is not every-
thing we want, but it is a step in the
right direction toward a more fair sys-
tem, a system which can offer some
hope for family farms and to people
like Dwayne and Janet.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), the original author
of H.R. 1402.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad we are deal-
ing with this issue today. It clearly is
an issue that the House has been di-
vided on for some time, but it has been
overwhelmingly divided in favor of
H.R. 1402. Last year, 238 Members of
the House and 62 Senators wrote the
Secretary and asked the Secretary to
stay with the Option 1A pricing struc-
ture. The Secretary ignored that and
came back with a different structure.

This year 228 Members have joined
me as cosponsors of this legislation.
This House is overwhelmingly sup-
portive of commonsense dairy policy
for American farming families.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, just said, I believe, that the
USDA estimates that there would be
maybe a $3 million loss to American
farming families. The estimates that I
see are $200 million, and in fact, in my
district alone, the Seventh District of
Missouri, in southwest Missouri, most
of our milk is marketed on the fluid
market. The Secretary’s rule would re-
flect a 49 cent per hundred weight de-
crease in fluid milk. This means that
in the Seventh District, there would be
a $4 million loss. If we have a $4 million
in the Seventh District of Missouri,
which is not any longer in the top 10
dairy-producing districts of the coun-
try, even though for years and for gen-
erations it was, there is no way we are
going to have a $3 million loss nation-
wide.

Mr. Chairman, this is the difference
in farming families continuing to farm
in the majority of our States. Forty-
five States are negatively affected. An
average dairy farm in those 45 States,
a small dairy farm of around 100 cows,
would lose between $6,000 and $15,000 a
year, depending on the other market
factors.

On dairy farm after dairy farm, the
difference in $6,000 a year to $15,000 a
year is the difference in whether they
continue to maintain that farm,
whether their family continues to be in
this business, whether there is a fresh
supply of milk produced reasonably
close to consumers.

There is a reason that every bottle of
milk has a date on it. The reason is
that this is a highly perishable prod-
uct. It does not have tremendous shelf
life. It needs to be produced close to
the people that consume it. Option 1A
continues that policy that continues
that kind of production. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN), a member of the Committee
on Agriculture and the Subcommittee
on Livestock and Horticulture, and a
leader on this issue.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 1402, legisla-
tion to mandate the implementation of
Option 1A of the Federal Milk Mar-
keting Order System.

In Pennsylvania, dairy is the largest
agricultural enterprise, representing a
$1.5 billion industry. Pennsylvania is
the fourth largest dairy State in the
country. Dairy is important to Penn-
sylvania and the entire Northeast be-
cause of the particular contribution it
makes in both dollars and jobs.

Over the past 2 years, I have worked
with a majority of my colleagues in
support of replacing the Federal Milk
Marketing Order System with what is
known as Option 1A. That is why I
strongly opposed the rule proposed by
the Secretary, a modified Option 1B. If
implemented, it penalizes dairy pro-
ducers to the tune of at least $200 mil-
lion per year. In Pennsylvania alone,
that loss will be about $20 million a
year, based on a reduction in Class 1
differentials.

It discriminates in providing a fair
and equitable price to dairy farmers in
most regions of the country. In both
the short and long run, it will hurt con-
sumers by reducing supplies of locally-
produced fluid milk and drive up prices
at supermarkets.

The bill before us today will imple-
ment a widely-supported Option 1A
which will provide equitable pricing for
fluid milk, ensure affordable dairy
products to consumers, and prevent the
further erosion of the economic well-
being of many small communities. It
will ensure that our Nation’s dairy
farmers receive a fair pricing system
and consumers have an adequate sup-
ply of fresh dairy product.

I encourage my colleagues to join the
229 cosponsors and vote in support of
H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), a member of the
committee.

Mr. CALVERT. When I was in the
restaurant business, Mr. Chairman, I
had to work hard to get the lowest
prices, the best workers, and the most
bang for my buck. If I was not competi-
tive I risked going out of business,
plain and simple. This is the American
way. H.R. 1402 would revert us back to
a dairy market system that is quite
simply anti-American, anti-business,
and anti-consumer.

I have some of the most efficient and
successful dairy farmers in this coun-
try, probably the largest dairy district
in the United States. They watch their
expenses, they make a great product,
and if given the chance, they would be
highly successful in an unregulated
market.

We are just talking about a modest
change here today, Mr. Chairman. We
are just trying to change a system that



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8480 September 22, 1999
prices milk based upon the distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. What busi-
ness in America would do that? I would
encourage all Members to take a close
look at this.

With current technology and trans-
portation, it has changed this country
and we no longer need to run a system
that way. Oppose H.R. 1402 and let us
get back to the American way.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS),
who has also been a leader in dairy pol-
icy.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of our Nation’s dairy farmers, in
strong support of H.R. 1402, and in
strong opposition to the poison pill
amendments that have been offered.

This legislation is critical for the
survival of dairy farms in the State of
Vermont and all over this country. It
would implement the Class 1 milk price
structure known as Option 1A as part
of the final rule to consolidate Federal
Milk Marketing orders. It would pro-
tect family farmers all over America
who in recent years have seen a signifi-
cant drop in the price that they get for
their milk.

In fact, today in terms of inflation-
accounted for prices, farmers today are
receiving 35 percent less in real dollars
than they received 15 years ago, which
explains why all over America we are
seeing family farms going out of busi-
ness, we are not seeing young people
getting into farming, and we are seeing
the industry becoming dominated by
larger and larger agribusiness corpora-
tions, rather than small family-owned
farms.

Option 1A is supported by 229 Mem-
bers of the House. The reason for that
is that the economics is very clear that
Option 1A will help 45 out of the 50
States.

Let me suggest to Members the op-
tions that we have. If present trends
continue, in my view, what dairy agri-
culture will look like 10 years from
today is that a handful of agribusiness
corporations will control the produc-
tion and distribution of dairy products.
The alternative is to maintain, as best
we can, family-owned farms all over
this country who protect our environ-
ment, who protect our rural economies,
who provide fresh product to the people
in the various communities.

Does America really want a handful
of corporations to determine the price
of dairy product? Does America really
want to lose family farms all over the
country and see our green land con-
verted into parking lots, or are we
going to fight as hard as we can to pro-
tect family farmers, who provide us
with fresh, high quality product?

I would urge Members of the House,
the 229 who are supporting this excel-
lent legislation, to stand firm against
the amendments that are being offered
which would ultimately undermine the

goals of this legislation. Let us stand
with the family farmers who work 7
days a week, 12 hours a day, producing
the quality of food that we desperately
want and need to maintain.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH), a member of the
committee.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I am a dairy farmer from Michi-
gan. I am supportive of H.R. 1402. It im-
plements one of USDA’s proposals
known as Option 1A.

Briefly, let me try to explain to our
nondairy Members roughly what we are
talking about. We started pricing milk
back in 1937 because there was unfair
bargaining between dairy farmers and
the processors of milk. The processors
of milk had the bargaining advantage
and could rip off those dairy farmers
simply because milk is perishable and
is lost if not purchased. They could do
anything they wanted to with you be-
cause your milk will spoil if not picked
up, so the dairy processor had monop-
oly power over the individual dairy
farmer. So government became in-
volved in pricing milk.

It is interesting that today there are
still about 200 dairy farmers producers
for every one processor as there was in
1937, so some pricing structure needs to
stay in place if we are to continue pro-
ducing an adequate supply of milk in
this country. These two changes USDA
came up were their two top proposals
on how to involve the government;
namely, Option 1A and Option 1B. Op-
tion 1A has less change from the cur-
rent system; Option 1B has a more dra-
matic change.

But I would suggest to Members,
there are already very dramatic
changes that include going from 31
milk marketing orders to 11 orders in
this country, Also both proposals dra-
matically change the way we price
milk and change the way we classify
milk. It is very important, I think, in
making this transition that we go with
the less drastic change that is Option
1A.

Members ask why roughly 87 percent
of our milk is sold through coopera-
tives. It is because dairy farmers are
over the barrel and do not have the
ability to bargain effectively as indi-
viduals. They do have cooperative bar-
gaining rights that will be helped with
the passage of this bill. I think it is
very important that we pass this bill
and go with Option 1A.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).
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Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, our dairy
farmers are not numbers and statistics
to be shuffled around like a spread-
sheet without care and concern. Our
dairy farmers are part of the American
farm family. They are men and women

who work hard every day. Farming is
not as much a career as it is a way of
life. It is a way of life that touches
every life in America.

In my district, in the 4th District of
Mississippi, we have over 300 dairy
farmers, more than 24,000 dairy cows,
and a total value of agricultural crops
and livestock products of over half a
billion dollars. Dairy farming matters
to the communities and towns and
lives of Mississippians.

All Americans, whether in the big
cities, main streets of our towns, or
roads of the countryside are touched by
the hard work and care given to sup-
plying fresh and wholesome milk to
our tables.

Milk does not just appear on the re-
frigerator shelves of our markets. It
gets there through hard work.

The American Government is wrong
in attempting to enact policy that is
not fair and equitable to all our dairy
farmers. It is wrong to suggest some
places matter more than others. All
our farmers work hard, pay their dues,
and give back to their communities
and supply us with the highest quality,
safest, best, and most economical food
supply on the planet.

Fairness across the board must pre-
vail. Let us pass H.R. 1402 today and
move forward as one American farm
family serving one America.

I would like to remember the 1–A and
1–B. 1–B stands for bad. Let us remem-
ber 1–A.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. RAMSTAD).

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in common
sense tripartisan opposition to the bill
before us today.

Mr. Chairman, we need to cut to the
chase and listen to Minnesota’s gov-
ernor, Jesse Ventura, who body
slammed this bill during recent testi-
mony before the House Committee on
Agriculture.

Governor Ventura, in his common
sense, no-nonsense direct way put it
best when he said, ‘‘What we need,
without question, is to end the non-
sense that has the price of milk tied to
how far the cow is from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. Now that there are refrig-
erated trucks’’ in America, ‘‘it makes
sense to abandon 50-year-old thinking
and find a new way to look at the ‘mil-
lennium’ dairy industry, one that re-
flects today’s economic realities and is
at least fair.’’

Governor Ventura is absolutely
right, and we all know it. If H.R. 1402
passes, it would derail long-overdue re-
forms to our Nation’s Depression-era
milk pricing regulations. As Governor
Ventura further explained, and as we
all know, Secretary Glickman has
come up with a plan to correct some of
the 50-year-old problems, but H.R. 1402
would torpedo that plan.

The current system, as has been said
today, is based on outdated realities of
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milk production, consumption, and
transportation; and it has caused dras-
tic distortions in milk production in
this country.

I urge my colleagues to be fair, use
Norwegian horse sense on this dairy
policy, use Jesse Ventura common
sense. Vote for a level playing field
across America. Vote no on H.R. 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY), a
member of the Subcommittee on Live-
stock and Horticulture, and a real lead-
er on this issue.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition
to H.R. 1402, and I do so because it is
time for us to move in a direction that
takes us away from a program that was
developed during the depths of the
Great Depression.

As I have often said, it was Secretary
of Agriculture Henry Wallace that in-
troduced this program, many our farm
programs, as a temporary solution to
deal with an emergency. We no longer
have an emergency in the dairy
industry.

We have some of the highest milk
prices that we have seen in history,
yet, we are still trying to promulgate
and continue a policy that is not going
to allow this industry to become in-
creasingly competitive so we can pro-
vide consumers with a lower cost prod-
uct and allow U.S. dairy farmers to be-
come more competitive internation-
ally.

When we get right down to it, the
issues are very simple. When we look
at the cost of production of milk in the
United States, there is a great dis-
parity. If we look in the southeast of
this country, it costs about $17.50 a
hundred-weight to produce milk. We go
to the northeast, it is in the $14, $14.50
a hundred-weight. We go to Wisconsin
and Minnesota, they can produce milk
at $12.25 a hundred-weight. We go to
the Pacific Coast, they can produce it
out there for a little over $11 a hun-
dred-weight.

We have in the United States, family
farmers, dairy farmers that are able to
produce milk at a third of the cost as
other parts of the country. Yet, we are
continuing a policy that is not going to
allow those dairy farmers in those
areas where they have a relative ad-
vantage to realize that advantage and
opportunity.

There is no other sector of our econ-
omy, no other agriculture commodity
that we are growing that we have a
farm policy that dictates that we are
going to require consumers and proc-
essors to pay more for milk that does
not have any direct correlation to mar-
ket prices. That is what we are doing
here.

If we do not oppose H.R. 1402, we are
going to ensure a policy where the Gov-
ernment is dictating what consumers
and processors are going to have to pay
for milk. When we are moving into a
world which we understand and we
have to become increasingly market

oriented, we ought to allow the mar-
ketplace to dictate where milk is going
to be produced.

We should not have a federal policy
that is going to ensure that we are
going to have cows in the southeast
where it is a very high cost of produc-
tion when we know that there are fam-
ily farmers in other regions of the
country that can provide the same
product at a lower price that can de-
liver that product to consumers
through transportation of other means.

Government should not be
prejudicing whether or not a producer,
a dairy farmer, is going to be supplying
milk to a particular market because of
the fact of how far they live from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin.

This policy is out of date; it is time
to move on. It is time to allow the
dairy farmers of this country which
had the greatest opportunity and abil-
ity to produce milk at the lowest
prices to realize that advantage, to re-
alize that opportunity, and allow the
marketplace to work.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 1402
which would direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to implement the Class I
milk marketing structure known as
Option 1–A that will put some sense
back in the system that they are try-
ing to change that has worked for so
long.

If my colleagues look at my diagram,
they will see what bleeds red, almost
the whole part of the country, except
some parts of California and the upper
Midwest. Although I have great respect
for my colleagues on the other side of
the debate, in this case, they are dead
wrong.

This map was made by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The red part of
the map, which is the vast majority of
the country, shows the farmers that
get hurt. If we do not pass H.R. 1402, we
will have all the milk in this country
produced in a couple areas.

The next thing they will be asking us
to do is reconstitute it so they can ship
it. Mr. Chairman, do my colleagues
know the difference between fresh or-
ange juice and concentrate? That is
where we are going in the milk busi-
ness if we do not pass H.R. 1402.

We have had in my area one hauler
that went from 140 stops to 40 stops.
That is what is happening to the fam-
ily farm. Option 1–A of H.R. 1402 will
help us delay that.

I had a lady come into a meeting
that I was at a while ago and she said,
I came and I had to go home. Her son
sent me a little letter. His mom had
told him I could vote on this. He said,
‘‘Mr. Voterman, my mom says you can
help us. Please help my Grandpa Jack’s
cows.’’

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise Members that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 14 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from

Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) has 61⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI), a
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, there
are a lot of formulas, there is a lot of
gobbledegook, and a lot of things that
maybe a lot of people have a hard time
understanding. But the basic fact is
that this legislation would preserve the
present system. Under the alternative
that the Department has promulgated
and that the detractors of this legisla-
tion are presenting, it would take $200
million out of the pockets of dairy
farmers. It would take $200 million out
of those dairy farmers pockets.

It would be there to help people who
are further up the chain other than the
dairy farmer in the family farms that
are spread throughout this country.

So one thing is very clear. If my col-
leagues support the current level of
funding that is going on and the ar-
rangements that are in place right
now, then they will support this legis-
lation. If they want to support taking
$200 million away from those dairy
farmers and further jeopardizing their
livelihoods, because we all know what-
ever we want to call it, people are
working off the farm to stay on the
farm. They are trying to raise their
kids in a quality of life situation that
not too many people have an oppor-
tunity for.

In our State of Maine, $95 million a
year is coming from dairy revenues. We
are down to 600 small farms now. We
used to have twice that number. Most
people are telling me, John, the only
thing that is constant in the business
is how much we get for our milk. Ev-
erything else is going up by telegraph.
Everything that we get is staying flat-
line, and we are having a hard time
struggling to stay there.

That is where most of the dairy farm-
ers are in our State of Maine and
throughout the northeast. Nobody is
getting rich at the present formula
that is put in place.

But one thing is very clear. If my col-
leagues want to take $200 million,
which is what the Department has esti-
mated would come from the implemen-
tation of their policies, would reduce
farm income by $200 million, then vote
against this legislation.

If my colleagues support the small
dairy farmers throughout this country
and they support family farms, then
they are going to vote for this legisla-
tion which has over 228 Members that
are supporting this in a bipartisan
fashion to support the implementation
of the 1–A program that has been sup-
ported by over three quarters to almost
80 percent of the dairy farmers
throughout this country. That has been
the support that has really registered
here in Washington and something that
we need to reinforce.

So I am proud to be one of the co-
sponsors of this legislation, and I en-
courage my colleagues to support this.
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from
Texas (Chairman COMBEST) for so gra-
ciously providing this opportunity for
balanced debate.

I would ask those watching today and
listening to remember three points as
this debate takes place: number one,
we are going to hear a lot today about
how family farms in general and dairy
farmers in particular are hurting. No
one knows that better than I. In the
district that I represent, we have seen
a massive decline in dairy farming. By
this time tomorrow, Wisconsin will
have lost five dairy farms. We have lost
more dairy farms in the last 10 years
than nearly every other State ever had.

I understand that our farmers are
hurting. But as we hear about how
dairy farmers are hurting, do not for-
get that they are hurting under the
current system, the system which the
supporters of H.R. 1402 seek to reim-
pose. It will not help them one iota.

Point number two to remember, we
are going to hear a lot about numbers
and about losses. The supporters of
H.R. 1402 are going to have their
charts. Remember this: the USDA has
debunked every one of those numbers.
The USDA just recently came out with
a report which shows what would have
happened if the Secretary’s proposed
reforms had been in effect over the last
year. The doomsday scenarios that we
are hearing about are false. They are
badly misleading.

Point number three, we are going to
hear a lot about the coalition of Mem-
bers who support this bill, and it is
broad, and it is bipartisan. It is 229
Members. Would this be the first time
that people inside the Beltway have
been wrong? I ask my colleagues, just
because they have 229 Members does
not make them right.

I do not put my faith inside the Belt-
way. I put my faith in a different coali-
tion, a broad coalition, a coalition that
spans every part of the spectrum.
Those standing against H.R. 1402 range
from Americans for Tax Reform to the
AFL–CIO, Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste to the Consumer Federa-
tion of America, the Teamsters, the
Caucus of Black State Legislators, the
Grocers Association, the Food Mar-
keting Institute.

We have had newspapers from every
part of the country opining against
raising the price of milk which is what
H.R. 1402 would do.
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We have heard from the Washington
Post, The New York Times, the Chi-
cago Tribune, paper after paper, group
after group outside the beltway is say-
ing do not do this. Do not raise the
price of milk that consumers have to
pay. Do not push farmers out the door.

I urge my colleagues to stand today
not within the beltway but with groups
outside the beltway opposed to 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE), a member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
me this time.

This morning I am proud to join my
colleagues in this final push to pass
legislation that will allow dairy farm-
ers to survive and to ensure that con-
sumers have access to a fresh milk sup-
ply, a fresh supply of milk at the local
level.

Enough is enough. It is time that
Congress do what a majority of the
Members have demonstrated they want
done, and that is pass Option 1–A.
Every step of the way we have proven
that we have the support to do the
right thing for the dairy farmers of
this country and the consumers of
America by passing Option 1–A.

Folks, we are at a crossroads in
America today for agriculture. Consoli-
dation is killing the American farmer,
and enough is enough. Consumers are
going to feel the pain when a few cor-
porations control agricultural produc-
tion in this country. Too many people
today think that food comes from the
grocery store. They fail to realize that
whatever the product may be, it is pro-
duced by a farmer somewhere in this
country.

I know that I speak for many Mem-
bers of this House when I say we are
committed to ensuring that these hard-
working Americans and their children
have an opportunity to succeed in agri-
culture in the 21st century. But, first,
we must bring stability to the national
dairy policy.

Option 1–A provides a modest reform
for the national system of pricing fluid
milk that is fair both to the producer
and to the consumers throughout this
country. The Department’s proposal,
on the other hand, would, in my opin-
ion, substantially lower prices for
farmers that they get for their fluid
milk in about 41 States in this country,
forcing many of the dairy farmers out
of business. No matter what we hear,
that is true. And when farmers go out
of business, competition declines and
consumers pay. That is a fact, no mat-
ter how we want to change it.

Option 1–A is fair both to consumers
and to the farmers. And I am tired of
folks who keep telling me to let the
free market system work. It is not
working for the farmer. They are going
broke. We have just heard my col-
league from Wisconsin saying they are
going out of business, and that is a
State that has a lot of dairies. In my
State we have so few left we can hardly
find them. We have to do something to
stop it, and this morning we have an
opportunity to do something.

We are probably going to pass a $10
billion relief package in some form for
our farmers before this year is out, I
trust.

But folks, dairy compacts and option 1–A is
the disaster relief package my dairy farmers
need to survive, and that’s a relief package
that won’t cost the taxpayers one dime.

I want to commend the gentleman from Mis-
souri and the Chairman and the Ranking
Member of the Agriculture Committee for their
hard work in bringing this bill to the floor, and
I urge my colleagues to support this important
bill for our nation’s dairy farmers.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. RILEY).

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, we have
heard more rhetoric today about every-
thing that is going on here. I have
heard one of my colleagues get up this
morning and say that if we all took a
quiz on this that we would all fail. This
is probably one of the more simple
things that I have had to deal with
since I have been up here.

We have a program in place today
that allows most of the producers of
milk in this country to receive essen-
tially the same price, but there is a
wide variance in the cost of production.
So what we are trying to do today is
overturn a program that says if it
costs, as my friend from California said
a moment ago, $17 to produce milk in
the Southeast and $12 to produce it in
the upper Midwest, what we are trying
to do is overturn a program that says
that the place that has the cheapest
cost of production, we are going to give
a dollar per hundred-weight raise; and
where it costs more to produce it, we
are going to ask for a decline in the
price. It makes absolutely no sense to
do what we are doing.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, a lot of folks have been calling
our office, other Members that do not
represent dairy States, asking what is
going on here. Well, I would like to
give Members who do not represent
dairy States a little insight as to what
this whole pricing formula is all about.
If Members think our Tax Code is com-
plicated, wait until they look at dairy.

Out of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions the method for determining the
basic formula price for milk and the
blend price is as follows:

The basic formula price for milk
equals last month’s average price paid
for manufacturing grade milk in Min-
nesota and Wisconsin plus current
grade AA butter price times 4.27 plus
current nondry milk price times 8.07
minus current dry-buttermilk price
times 0.42 plus current cheddar cheese
price times 9.87 plus current grade A
butter price times 0.238 minus last
month’s grade A butter price times 4.27
plus last month’s nondry milk price
times 8.07 plus last month’s dry-butter-
milk price times 0.42 minus last
month’s cheddar cheese price times 9.87
plus last month’s grade A butter price
times 0.238 plus present butter fat
minus 3.5 times current month’s butter
price times 1.38 minus last month’s
price of manufacturing grade A milk in
Minnesota-Wisconsin times 0.028.
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That is the basic formula price. Now

let us go to the blend price, which gets
us closer to what the farmer actually
gets.

The blend price is the basic formula
price plus .12 times percent of milk
used for cheese and powder and butter
plus basic formula price plus .30 times
percent of milk used for ice cream and
yogurt plus the basic formula price
plus 1.04 plus .15 times the distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin, divided by
100 times the percent of milk used for
fluid milk.

My colleagues, this is the pricing for-
mula set in law 62 years ago; and this
is what we are living under now. The
USDA is proposing very modest re-
forms toward a market-based system
so that farmers can farm based on their
own merit, not based on where the
heck they live in proximity to Eau
Claire, Wisconsin.

This is the formula. This is how they
determine how a farmer basically gets
the price for milk. This is more com-
plicated than our U.S. Tax Code, yet
the proponents of H.R. 1402 want to
keep this price system in place. That is
what this debate is about. When we lis-
ten to these numbers about $200 mil-
lion being lost, those are bogus num-
bers. The USDA, the Food and Agricul-
tural Policy Research Institute con-
cluded on consensus numbers that, at
worst, farmers are going to lose $2.8
million a year but, on average, 60 per-
cent of America’s dairy farmers are
going to do better under the USDA’s
plan.

So this $200 million figure, Members
should not believe the hype. At worst
they are going to lose $2.8 million. The
decimal point needs to be moved a cou-
ple slots to the left.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1402. It is a Federal response to
a national problem, and it reflects
what Congress had intended when it re-
quired milk market order reform.

In 1996 through the Freedom to Farm
Bill, Congress voted to reform the milk
marketing order program. Congress di-
rected the Secretary to reduce the
number of marketing orders and phase
out the Federal product purchase with-
out compromising the basic pricing
structure on which dairy farmers de-
pend.

Again in 1998, a majority of Members
from the House and Senate signed let-
ters to Secretary Glickman appealing
to him to implement a Federal milk
pricing policy that did not signifi-
cantly lower milk producer prices. Un-
fortunately, the administration ig-
nored the will of Congress and the de-
sire of the majority of dairy producers
and announced the final dairy plan
that drastically phases down the Fed-

eral pricing program, costing producers
nationwide millions in lost farm rev-
enue.

Dairy producers are expected to lose
$200 million or more annually when the
administration’s plan, the modified Op-
tion 1–B Class I price differential is en-
acted. I urge my colleagues to support
the 1–A option and to support this bill.

Today, Congress has the opportunity to
show support for agriculture and an interest in
improving farm income during a time of finan-
cial turmoil for farmers by voting for H.R.
1402.

Simply put, Option 1–A reforms the milk
marketing order system, reduces volatility, and
continues to assure there will be enough fresh
milk in all markets of our nation. It does so by
keeping in place transportation differentials, a
system that has worked for many years, guar-
anteeing us an adequate supply of fresh,
wholesome milk. As the government with-
draws from the purchase of dairy products to
balance the market, we need to leave in place
those mechanisms that assure us a continued
supply.

Some may argue that the producers them-
selves voted for the Administration’s plan
through the producer referendum in August
and we should honor their wishes. In no way
should the producers affirmative vote be con-
sidered as support for the lower Federal Order
Class prices proposed by Secretary Glickman.
It was a vote under duress. The Secretary
gave the producers no choice. It was either
his way or no way at all. Producers voted for
his plan in efforts to keep the Federal Order
system intact as producers await the enact-
ment of H.R. 1402.

Farmers from across the country are count-
ing on our support. More than 225 members
of the House have promised their dairy farm-
ers their support in Congress. Don’t be fooled
by misleading tactics. This is simply a bill to
keep our farmers in business. I urge every
member to support H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and in this short time I
have, Mr. Chairman, we have heard a
lot of comment on what support there
is and what expert evidence there is
and support for Option 1–A.

I just want to point out four simple
facts, and they are this: That since the
passage of the 1996 farm bill, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has ignored all of
the experts, and has been on a biased
march to debunk the dairy marketing
process in the United States.

Consider that USDA took public
comments on many proposals it put
forth; and, in the final analysis, com-
ments filed by the dairy industry and
dairy experts ran better than 8 to 1 in
favor of Option 1–A. The Department
empowered a price structure com-
mittee composed of many industry ex-
perts to make recommendations to the
Secretary. This committee rec-
ommended Option 1–A. They were ig-
nored.

The Department’s own internal dairy
division experts recommended Option
1–A. They were overruled. Option 1–B
was then advanced. Three hundred
Members of the House and Senate sent
a letter, concerned about the path
USDA was pursuing, wrote to the Sec-
retary and told him that they sup-
ported Option 1–A. They were ignored
as well.

Experts in the industry and out of
the industry know that Option 1–A is
the fair and equitable way.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
have been here 17 years. If I am here
1700 years, I will not be able to explain
the complexities of dairy pricing. But I
can tell my colleagues this, the sup-
porters of 1402 are not willing to stand
idly by while others would relegate the
family farm to the status of forgotten
Americans.

Let me tell my colleagues about the
consumers, because we are all vitally
interested in the consumers. If we do
nothing, if we allow this present trend
to continue, pretty soon we will have
the production of milk concentrated in
the hands of just a very few. And when
that happens, just watch what happens
to the price.

We have an obligation in this House,
in this Congress, to provide some as-
sistance to the family dairy farms, and
Option 1–B would rob them of $200 mil-
lion of income. That is totally unac-
ceptable.

Let me give my colleagues another
twist on this. Why is the environ-
mental community so sensitive to the
plight of the family dairy farms? It is
not just because they are an endan-
gered species, which they are, but it is
because if we witness the demise of the
family dairy farms, we will have more
of that scourge of America urban
sprawl, and that is not healthy for any-
body.

This bill is about protecting our struggling
family farmers and ensuring that they get a
fair price for the milk they produce for the ben-
efit of us all.

USDA’s modified Option 1–B would reduce
what return dairy farmers see for their invest-
ment at a time when many dairy farmers are
already struggling. The dairy farmers’ share of
consumer dollars spent for milk has been de-
creasing since 1980. In fact, the percent of the
consumer milk dollar going to farmers dropped
approximately 20% from 1980 to 1997.

Dairy farmers nationwide stand to lose $200
million a year if the Agriculture Department’s
Modified Option 1–B pricing plan is for fluid
milk is adopted. While farmers would see a re-
duction in income under the modified Option
1–B plan, this change would have little effect
on the price consumers pay for milk because
processors and grocery stores are unlikely to
reduce prices.

The number of dairy farms and farmers has
been declining over the last several years.
New York has lost approximately 6,000 dairy
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farms in the last ten years. Any reduction in
farmers’ incomes will mean that more pro-
ducers leave the farm.

Farmers are vulnerable to volatile market
conditions because milk is perishable; farmers
can’t just tell the cows to stop producing milk
in order to wait out low prices. Option 1–A
gives dairy producers more stability and helps
to ensure that they receive a fair price for milk.

Milk prices under the modified Option 1–B
will be insufficient to cover the cost of pro-
ducing milk on many family-sized farms, forc-
ing many of these farmers out of business and
leaving few producers with control of the dairy
market. This will result in greater concentration
of the dairy industry in the hands of a few and
higher prices for the consumer.

I urge my colleagues to vote for Option 1–
A and H.R. 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the dean of the Minnesota dele-
gation and a leader on dairy issues.

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

The existing policy is doing exactly
what the preceding speaker said, driv-
ing the family farm out of existence.
We have lost half of the dairy farms of
East Central Minnesota in the last 10
years because of policies that are in
place, and that would be changed by
the Secretary’s order.

It is time to end the milk cartels, the
regional dairy compacts. It is time to
free up the most productive dairy farm-
ers in America, those in the Minnesota-
Wisconsin milksheds. It is time to re-
duce the milk marketing orders from
31 to 11, as USDA proposes. It is time
to vote for fair trade at home in the
dairy sector and preserve the family
dairy farm.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Perhaps some very troubling but, I
think undeniable, important facts. As
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY) suggested, the De-
partment had hearings but the Depart-
ment did not listen. Of the 4,217 com-
ments placed into the hearing record,
3,579, nearly 85 percent of them, sup-
ported 1–A. Again, as my colleague so
correctly noted, the industry, the Ag
Department’s own internal price struc-
ture committee accepted and rec-
ommended 1–A.
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As well, the Congress has voted on
this time and time again. During the
1996 farm bill, we considered proposals
that would have dramatically altered
the price structure and the market
order system, but we rejected each and
every one of those.

To my friends that say that Congress
is now reneging on the deal, let me

read the report language from the 1996
farm bill: ‘‘The minimum price for
class I fluid milk shall be the same or
substantially similar to those set forth
in the 1985 farm bill.’’ This 1402 is to-
tally consistent with congressional in-
tent.

Let me just make a couple of other
points. I am pleased to let Governor
Ventura know that, under 1402, or 1–B,
neither uses Eau Claire, Wisconsin, as
the sole basing point for Class I dif-
ferentials. So he can go to bed happy
tonight.

Also, when we talk about market ori-
entation, both 1–B, the Department’s
plan, and our bill, 1402, use the market
price of cheese as the driving force for
class I. So that my opponents here and
other opponents can continue not to
worry about that, as well.

Also, the Ag Department’s analysis,
the Secretary’s analysis, was totally
debunked by every reputable economist
and organization that analyzes the
dairy industry. They used a totally
false premise with respect to class III
prices when they came up with the cal-
culation of $2.2 million. I wish it were
true, quite honestly. Otherwise, we
would not have to be here.

1402 is consistent with congressional
intent. It is good for dairy farmers
across this country. The House needs
to adopt the bill today.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, I just would say to my
colleagues one more time, we have got
a pretty good debate here today, but
for those of my colleagues that have
supported free trade, that believe in
the free market, I just say to them,
how can they defend a system where we
are benefiting one farmer in America
over another farmer? We are setting up
barriers in this country where we are
saying we should take them down in
the world. So I would say, how can
they defend a program that does that?

The second thing I would say, we
have had a lot of talk today about how
we are losing family farmers. And that
is true. We are leaving them in every
area of this country. But we need to
understand that we have been losing
those farmers under the existing pro-
gram which House File 1402 continues.
So how in the world are we going to
save family farmers if we are going to
keep the same program that has caused
us to lose them up to this point?

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of our time to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chair of the Committee on
Agriculture for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, earlier the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD) had
a chart and he said, if this thing is de-
feated, these areas are going to be
bleeding red. But if we think about it,
what it really says is that for 62 years
they have had an advantage and our
farmers in the upper Midwest have
been bleeding red.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
RILEY) said that in some areas it costs
more to produce milk and so we have
to have big differentials. But in some
areas of the country it costs more to
grow wheat. In some areas it costs
more to grow corn. And if it costs too
much, they do not produce corn in
those areas. But in no other area does
the Federal Government step in and ar-
tificially try to set the prices.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN)
because I think what he read just made
my point. In fact, I rest my case. Can
anyone in this room, can anyone in
this body, can anyone in this country
say that they honestly understand the
way milk marketing orders are set?
Can anyone honestly say that it makes
any sense, either economic or policy or
politically, can anyone honestly defend
this price-fixing cartel?

Shortly after the Soviet flag came
down for the last time over the Krem-
lin, an editorial was written here in the
United States and the headline was
‘‘Markets are more powerful than ar-
mies.’’ What a beautiful line.

Let us take a small step away from
this Soviet-style pricing scheme. Let
us listen to common sense. Let us lis-
ten to our farmers, not to special inter-
ests. Let us defeat H.R. 1402.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I commend Mr.
BLUNT for bringing this legislation to the floor
today, and giving me the opportunity to speak
on behalf of our Nation’s dairy farmers, in sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

In my home State of New York, agriculture
is the largest industry with an annual farm
value of products over $3 billion. The State’s
dairy industry, over 8,000 farmers, accounts
for approximately 60 percent of the farm re-
ceipts.

With abundant rainfall, productive soil, and
proximity to the Nation’s largest markets, the
outlook for the future of New York’s dairy
farmers is one of great potential.

However, in a recent meeting with Brian
Ford, a dairy farmer from Orange County, NY,
it was once again made clear to me, that our
Nation’s farmers continue to struggle; a strug-
gle made even harder by the inability of the
Department of Agriculture to respond to their
needs, by moving forward with a plan that re-
duces farm income in 45 States.

Although our Nation’s dairy farmers over-
whelmingly support reform, the present class 1
pricing formula will force them to lose at least
$200 million annually.

Accordingly, H.R. 1402 will require the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to implement the class 1
milk price structure known as option 1–A, as
part of the implementation of the final rule to
consolidate Federal milk marketing orders.

A strong agricultural industry is not only
beneficial to the farm and food industry, but to
the economy of every State, hundreds of local
communities, and our consumers. America’s
small family farms rely on us to provide them
with a strong foundation. Since 1993, the
United States has lost 25 percent of its do-
mestic dairy operations; a trend that must be
stopped.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1402.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, over the past
few months, I have traveled around my district
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and listened to farmers and ranchers tell me
about the state of the farm economy—low
commodity prices, drought, hurricanes. I also
heard from my dairy farmers telling me of their
dwindling dairy industry in North Carolina. A
business which once thrived with as many as
400,000 milk cows, is now down to 75,000
cows—losing 5,000 in the last 3 years alone.

I tell you these things about our dairy indus-
try in North Carolina to give you some insight
into our current situation. I want you to know,
however, that while it is becoming increasingly
difficult for our dairy farmers, there are still
478 farms employing hundreds of people and
providing consumers in North Carolina with
fresh milk every day.

I come to the floor today to voice my strong
support for H.R. 1402. Option 1–A is not only
vital to the survival of the dairy industry in
many regions, it is also good for consumers.
Economic studies show that locally produced
milk is cheaper for consumers because they
don’t have to pay the cost of shipping milk
from surplus areas. Option 1–A is also good
for consumers because it ensures that milk
will get quickly from the cow to the consumer;
therefore, it will have a longer shelf-life.

The bottom line here is that North Caro-
linians want and deserve fresh milk. I, along
with 230 of my colleagues, believe that the
freshest milk is the milk that doesn’t have to
travel a thousand miles to get to our constitu-
ents. By voting against option 1–A, Members
would be voting to put hundreds of more dairy
farmers out of business—ensuring that milk
will indeed have to be transported in year-
round from farms all over the United States.

I urge you to vote in favor of option 1–A and
in favor of fresh milk and the family farm.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in vigorous
opposition to H.R. 1402. This legislation
threatens to keep this Nation’s dairy system
shrouded in an antiquated, Depression-era
policy that discriminates against our Nation’s
dairy farmers because of the area in which
they produce milk products.

Mr. Chairman, this bill should not have
reached the floor today. It flies in the face of
a commitment that we made in the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm bill that granted the Secretary of
Agriculture limited authority to develop a mar-
ket based policy for our Nation’s dairy farmers.
Since the majority failed to let this House ad-
dress this issue legislatively, we left it upon
the Secretary of Agriculture to replace the cur-
rent 70-year-old pricing structure whose origi-
nal goal was to facilitate milk production
across the nation when the United States
lacked the intricate transportation network and
modern refrigeration technology that we pos-
sess today.

Because this Nation lacked the ability to
reach all areas of the country within a day, it
was necessary to guarantee dairy farmers a
minimum price within 31 regions for the fluid
milk they produced in order to encourage milk
production in regions that otherwise would not
have a regular milk supply. The minimum milk
prices paid to producers’ were based on the
producers distance from Eau Claire, WI. This
curious pricing scheme accounted for the re-
gional inequities experienced by producers. If
it ever made any sense, events and develop-
ments have long rendered this law useless for
achieving equity.

This may have worked for farmers 70 years
ago, but today this Byzantine dairy policy is
punishing our small dairy farmers. Under cur-

rent law and under this legislation, small dairy
farmers who live in an area of traditionally
high milk production are being put out of busi-
ness because of a government requirement
that other dairy farms must be paid a higher
price for the same identical product based on
their geographic location. I find it incompre-
hensible that the greatest nation on earth, the
center of freedom and democracy, is maintain-
ing such a market place disparity to farm pro-
ducers, the very family farmers who are re-
sponsible for allowing us to put food on our ta-
bles.

H.R. 1302 not only forces more dairy farm-
ers out of business, it also places the United
States at a disadvantage at the upcoming
World Trade Organization Ministerial meeting
in which the United States hopes to achieve
its trade objectives during multilateral trade
negotiations. At a time when the U.S. trade
deficit is at an all time high, the United States
cannot afford to extend this competitive dis-
advantage that our farmers already experience
at home to markets abroad. How can we as
a nation negotiate with our trading partners for
free and open markets when we persistently
refuse free trade between regions within our
own country? Our farmers and our Nation can-
not afford to maintain this protectionist method
of structuring the milk market in this progres-
sive era of global trade. A vote for this legisla-
tion means stunting the growth and develop-
ment of this nation all in the name of region-
alism and money for parochial interests.

This should not be a regional issue. This
should be an issue of equity. Equity for all our
dairy farmers. Times are tough in the agricul-
tural industry today, and we are only exacer-
bating these problems by following the creed
of divide and conquer. It is my sincere hope
that Members today can show a degree of
fairness, look at this issue as it affects the Na-
tion as a whole and vote against this legisla-
tion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to H.R. 1402. This legislation
would deny dairy farmers in my congressional
district and throughout the Upper Midwest
much-needed, free-market-oriented reforms
and would continue to threaten their ability to
do business while giving an unfair advantage
to other dairy farmers throughout the country.

Rreforms of this Nation’s Depression-era
milk pricing regulations are long overdue. The
current system, which H.R. 1402 would pre-
serve, is based on outdated realities of milk
production, consumption, and transportation,
and has caused drastic distortions in milk pro-
duction, as a result.

Currently, U.S. dairy policy discriminates
against Upper Midwestern Dairy producers
based on the region where they produce their
milk. Specifically, federal pricing regulations
dictate the price of fluid milk based on dis-
tance from Eau Clair, WI. In the days before
modern refrigeration, interstate highway sys-
tems, and other innovations, this policy made
sense. Those days are gone, and today, this
policy makes about as much sense as Micro-
soft pricing computers based on how far an in-
dividual resides from its corporate head-
quarters in Redmond, WA.

The USDA’s final rule makes modest steps
toward pricing equity and toward a system that
would allow producers to compete more fairly
in the domestic marketplace. The nation’s
leading dairy economists, at the request of the
House Agriculture Committee, conducted an

analysis of USDA’s pricing reforms and
showed that about 60 percent of the nation’s
dairy producers would fare better under
USDA’s final rule than they would under the
status quo, which would be mandated by H.R.
1402.

Additionally, H.R. 1402, if enacted, would
cost consumers as much as $1 billion annually
in higher milk and dairy product prices. That
cost is regressive, falling most heavily on low-
income consumers, who use more of their in-
come for food and more of their food budget
for dairy products. USDA estimates that the
federal nutrition programs, such as WIC, Food
Stamps, and the School Lunch Program will
take at least a $190 million hit over 5 years
under H.R. 1402, and likely more.

Further, while the United States continually
encourages the World Trade Organization to
open agricultural markets to increased com-
petition, our domestic dairy policies are being
attacked as anti-competitive and trade-dis-
torting.

In summary, I believe there are numerous
reasons to oppose this bill. H.R. 1402 con-
tinues a system that props up dairy farmers in
some regions of the country at the financial
expense of efficient dairy farmers in Iowa and
the Upper Midwest in a pricing manner that
does not exist for any other product in the
United States. This legislation is an added
burden to taxpayers and a regressive tax in-
crease on low-income families. Finally, this
legislation represents a twisted one-size-fits-all
federal mandate and a pro-isolationist trade
policy which could lock U.S. dairy farmers out
of the world market. For all of these reasons,
I oppose H.R. 1402 and I hope my colleagues
will vote to allow dairy farmers to produce for
the market, and not for government programs.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 1402, which would re-
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to implement
the new Federal Milk Marketing Order pro-
posal known as Option 1–A.

As you know, the 1996 Farm bill mandated
the Department of Agriculture to reform the
Federal Milk Marketing Orders, which deter-
mine the price of most dairy products. In re-
sponse, USDA issued two proposed reforms,
known as option 1–A and option 1–B. During
consideration of this rule, USDA heard directly
from more than 200 members of this body
supporting the implementation of option 1–A.
Their Final Rule published on March 28, 1999,
noted that the 4,217 comments received since
the change was proposed, more than 3,500 of
them were in support of option 1–A.

We are here today because despite clear
and overwhelming support for option 1–A,
USDA has chosen to move forward and imple-
ment a plan that would devastate small dairy
farmers throughout the country. The proposal
put forward by USDA would specifically cost
dairy farmers in my district more than
$360,000 per year, representing a loss of 66
cent per hundredweight on class I fluid milk
and a loss of 24 cents per hundredweight on
class III milk. In Connecticut, and in most of
New England, our dairy farms are small family
run businesses, and vital to our region’s econ-
omy.

In New England, we have even banded to-
gether to form the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact, twice approved by this body, to fos-
ter this shrinking industry and to address the
unique problems of dairy production in the re-
gion. Protecting these small family businesses
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has also been an integral part of protecting
open space and local communities’ conserva-
tion and environmental reclamation programs.
Many other states in the Mid-Atlantic, South-
east, and Southwest have followed New Eng-
land’s lead and begun ratifying their own com-
pacts. If USDA moves forward and imple-
ments option 1–B, few if any of these dairy
producers would survive.

I have heard repeatedly from other mem-
bers and the USDA that there was over-
whelming support among dairy producers for
their reform proposal in their recently con-
ducted referendum. But I have also heard
from the dairy community that they felt cor-
nered into that vote, forced to support the
Federal Order system at the risk of termination
rather than the proposed change.

So I rise in support of this bill, to protect
small American farmers, and in support of the
Stenholm/Pombo amendment, which would
clarify language about forward contracting for
dairy producers. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill, and oppose any poison pill
amendments that may be offered as attempts
to prevent fair and meaningful dairy reform.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 1402. Frankly, I find
it ridiculous that we are even discussing this
bill here today. We all know that free markets
are far preferable to out-dated government
price control schemes, yet we are discussing
a bill to block even modest market-oriented
dairy policy reforms.

The free market has served American pro-
ducers and consumers exceptionally well. Car
prices are not determined according to the dis-
tance that they are manufactured from Detroit,
software prices are not set by the distance
that they are produced from Silicon Valley,
and orange prices are not established accord-
ing to the distance from Florida to where they
are grown. Instead, the free market is allowed
to determine the prices for these products. Not
coincidentally, these industries are thriving.
Conversely, milk prices are determined by the
distance of the producer from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, and small dairy farmers across the
country are struggling to survive. It should be
clear that the free market provides the best
system for determining prices in America, no
matter the product.

The Department of Agriculture’s milk mar-
keting order reforms, though certainly less
market-based than I had hoped, represent a
common-sense step toward simplifying the
pricing of milk. Dairy farmers across the coun-
try voted in support of this reform by 97 per-
cent. Ignoring this vote, H.R. 1402 would es-
sentially maintain the status quo in milk pricing
and force dairy farmers to continue to struggle
under the current antiquated government re-
straints. For the sake of farmers and con-
sumers, I urge you to oppose H.R. 1402 and
support market-oriented dairy reforms.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, today we
will have the unique opportunity to cast a vote
which will save the family dairy farmer, while
ensuring that Americans continue to enjoy the
highest possible quality of milk. H.R. 1402,
which would require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to implement the Class I milk price
structure known as Option 1–A, will ensure
that tens of thousands of American family
dairy farms are not put out of business. Option
1–A does this by extending for one year the
dairy price support program, as well as main-
taining current minimum prices for fluid-use

farm milk. H.R. 1402 will enable the American
family dairy farmer to survive and hopefully
prosper in the years ahead.

While most industry in the United States
continues to ride the wave of the largest eco-
nomic boom in history, in my district, many
family dairy farmers have been forced to give
up their 4th and 5th generation farms. This is
deplorable. Without the enactment of this leg-
islation, more will go out of business—and for
what reason—so all the milk produced in this
nation will be produced by large Midwestern
dairies. Fewer producers will mean less com-
petition and higher prices. Don’t believe the
numbers that are being circulated by our
upper Midwestern colleagues—Option 1–B will
cost consumers in quality and price down the
road.

Let me give you some numbers which point
to the huge significance of this legislation for
my state. Last year in North Carolina, the
dairy industry generated an estimated $572
million in economic activity. North Carolina has
10 Grade A milk processing plants. The total
milk produced in the state last year amounted
to 146 million gallons. As of July 1, 1998,
there were 478 commercial dairy farms in the
state. Cash receipts for the sale of milk by
dairy farmers amounted to $187 million. Last
year, there were 75,000 milk cows in the
state, each producing an average of 1,947
gallons of milk. And Iredell county, which is
part of my congressional district, has 71 farms
which produced almost 5 million gallons of
milk in the month of December last year, mak-
ing it far and away the largest milk producing
county in the state.

Without H.R. 1402, the economy of North
Carolina faces a loss of over half a billion dol-
lars in economic activity, a loss of almost 500
dairy farms, and the devastation of commer-
cial and family farming. Don’t vote to dev-
astate the livelihoods of these farmers by op-
posing H.R. 1402. Please support H.R. 1402
to ensure more low cost, high quality milk pro-
duction in North Carolina and in the United
States.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 1402—a
bill which requires the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to implement the Class I
milk price structure. This price struc-
ture, known as Option 1–A, is impor-
tant to dairy farmers in Massachu-
setts, and I am proud to cosponsor this
legislation. While the volume of dairy
production in Massachusetts does not
come close to equaling the production
of some of the Midwestern states, dairy
is an important industry in my state
and district, and I fully support this ef-
fort to provide a stable pricing struc-
ture for this volatile industry.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
will soon issue a final Class I milk
price structure. The USDA proposed
price structure, Option 1–B, will cost
dairy farmers at least $200 million an-
nually, placing an even greater burden
on an industry that is already reeling
from drought. H.R. 1402 would keep the
Class 1 differentials at levels similar to
those today. These levels were estab-
lished to assure an adequate supply of
milk for fluid use and guarantee a min-
imum price for producers based on sup-
ply and demand conditions. Despite
overwhelming support from dairy pro-

ducers and the Members of Congress
who represent these farmers, USDA has
continued with its planned implemen-
tation of Option 1–B. This bill will en-
sure that our dairy producers are not
forced into bankruptcy because of a
flawed price structure dictated by the
large farms in Midwestern America.

At this point, I would like to insert
into the record a letter from Massachu-
setts State Representative Michael J.
Rodrigues, who represents the Fall
River/Westport region. This letter doc-
uments the importance of the Option 1–
A pricing structure to the dairy pro-
ducers in Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is important
not only to dairy farmers in Massachu-
setts, but also to those throughout the
Northeast and Southeast. Without the
stability of this pricing structure,
dairy production in these areas will de-
cline until the business is unprofitable
and ceases to exist except on large
dairy farms in the Midwest. H.R. 1402
will help prevent these closures by set-
ting a minimum price for milk for
these regions. This bill gives dairy
farmers a chance to succeed and pros-
per. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1402 and vote for this important
bill.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Boston, MA, September 20, 1999.

Congressman JAMES MCGOVERN,
Cannon Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCGOVERN: The dairy
industry is moving through a period of great
change. The 1996 FAIR Act has been the key
impetus to this change and is the result of
fundamental changes in the agricultural sec-
tor of the economy. A significant part of
these changes is the greater volatility in
milk prices farmers receive.

Volatility in prices creates difficulties not
only for dairy farmers but also for those who
purchase milk for manufacturing product.
From a business perspective, price volatility
presents difficulties in financial planning. If
a farmer or a company cannot depend on a
stable price, financial planning becomes
much more difficult.

Often not considered in the debate is the
impact on manufacturers of dairy products
such as ice cream, cheese, and butter. Massa-
chusetts has a considerable amount of dairy
product manufactures. For example, Massa-
chusetts consistently ranks second or third
in the country in the manufacture of ice
cream. Part of the reason for this high rank-
ing is a stable milk supply, which is the re-
sult of stable milk prices to dairy farmers.
Of course, the other reason is that
Baystaters enjoy a good bowl of high quality
ice cream.

With one of the highest costs of production
in the country, Massachusetts dairy farmers,
and indeed, Northeastern dairy farmers, face
an uncertain future. The Northeast Dairy
Compact has offered that safety net which,
for many farmers, is the make-or-break fac-
tor in whether or not to sell out to devel-
opers. If the Northeast Dairy Compact is not
reauthorized, many Massachusetts dairy
farmers will likely sell out. As the local sup-
ply of milk declines, dairy product manufac-
tures will likely move to areas of more avail-
able milk supplies and with this move, jobs
will move as well.

Your support of the Northeastern Dairy
Compact is critical to the viability of the
dairy product manufacturing industry not to
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mention the vitality of the dairy farmers in
Massachusetts, who work so hard not only to
produce milk, but also to maintain the open
space and aesthetic qualities that are so im-
portant to the character of Massachusetts as
a New England state.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL J. RODRIGUES,

State Representative.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, having spent
quite some time on a farm in my earlier years,
I can certainly understand the concerns of
those who are advocating enactment of H.R.
1402. With all the risks and uncertainties agri-
cultural producers face on a regular and not-
so-regular basis, it is hardly surprising that
dairy farmers would rather not add another un-
known quantity to the list of things with which
they must concern themselves. Also, there is
a natural tendency to fear the unknown simply
because it is unfamiliar.

But while it may be tempting to think that
the devil you know is preferable to one that
you don’t, there is a problem with that line of
reasoning in this instance. Should it prevail
today, members of this body may have a dev-
ilishly difficult time explaining, much less justi-
fying, it in the future. That being the case, I
would urge my colleagues to consider some
facts and figures before they cast their vote on
H.R. 1402.

Most obvious, not to mention significant, is
the fact that our current system of milk mar-
keting orders and price differentials is over 60
years old, a relic born long before the inter-
state highway system came into being or re-
frigeration trucks made their presence felt.
Back then, the argument went as follows: for
America’s children to be able to drink whole-
some fresh milk every day, dairy farmers had
to be in business nearby. But now the cir-
cumstances are entirely different. Not only can
milk be shipped safely over long distances
but, in many cases, it can be obtained from
out-of-state more cheaply than from neigh-
boring sources. As a consequence, what once
may have benefited youngsters now adds to
the price their parents pay for their milk.

Estimates of the cost of the present milk
pricing system to consumers start at $674 mil-
lion per year, with several approaching or
even exceeding $1 billion annually. Not only
that, but if milk price supports are extended for
another year, as H.R. 1402 now provides, and
the existing milk pricing system is essentially
retained, America’s taxpayers will be ad-
versely affected as well. Because those provi-
sions of H.R. 1402 will keep the price of milk
consumed by participants in this nation’s food
stamp, child nutrition and supplemental feed-
ing programs, they will not realize approxi-
mately $53 million a year in savings that
should result from implementation of the
USDA’s Final Rule on milk marketing orders
and price differentials. Also, there is evidence
that dairy farmers themselves would not ben-
efit as much as they might expect if H.R. 1402
becomes law. According to a recent estimate
extrapolated from data developed by the Uni-
versity of Iowa’s Farm and Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (FAPRI), 59% of America’s
dairy farmers would fare better if the USDA’s
Final Rule takes effect.

That last figure, in particular, is a telling sta-
tistic. But it is by no means the only reason it
would be best to reject H.R. 1402 for the sake
of America’s dairy farmers. Even more com-
pelling, to my way of thinking, is the potentially
negative impact enactment of H.R. 1402 could

have on the prospects for enhancing the ex-
port of American agricultural products in the
years ahead.

As I need hardly remind my colleagues, this
nation’s agricultural producers have been dis-
proportionately disadvantaged by foreign trade
barriers for many years now. That being the
case, a key objective in the next round of
trade negotiations is to achieve greater market
access for all United States exports of agricul-
tural commodities and value-added foods. But
how successful can we be in achieving that
objective if we are perceived to be asking
other nations to do things we are unwilling to
do ourselves?

Let me be a bit more specific. From my van-
tage point as chairman of the Trade Sub-
committee of the House Ways and Means
Committee, it appears that the provisions of
H.R. 1402 run directly counter to the negoti-
ating objectives of the United States in those
upcoming trade talks which get underway in
Seattle on November 30th of this year. Instead
of telling our would-be trading partners that we
practice what we preach, those provisions
would give them ammunition they could use to
resist opening their markets to our exports. In
the past, countries with the most troublesome
trade barriers have tried to shield their unfair
trade practices by continuing to define them
as being within the ‘‘blue box’’ category of ex-
port subsidies that are beyond the reach of
multilateral disciplines. If we insist on main-
taining market distorting pricing mechanisms
and commodity subsidies of our own, as H.R.
1402 would do, those countries will see little
reason—and have no incentive—to change
their position. The result: markets for Amer-
ican agricultural products will not open up as
we would like, the promise of the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm Act will not materialize as we
have hoped, and American farmers will not be
as well off as they have expected.

Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I trust we will
not make that mistake. For the sake of the
consumer, the taxpayer and, yes, the dairy
farmer himself or herself, I hope we will not go
down the antiquated, out-of-date, inconsistent
with the free market path that H.R. 1402
would take us. Rather than cling to a past that
was not all that kind to dairy farmers anyway,
let us look to the future and to the prospect of
larger, more efficient markets, not just for dairy
products, but for all the exportable agricultural
goods produced in this country.

We have the land, the skill, the experience
and the technology to feed not just ourselves,
but people all over the world at prices, few, if
any others, can match. Indeed, we are truly
blessed and it would be a shame if we did not
count our blessings and put them to the best
possible use, not exclusively to serve the in-
terests of agricultural producers, but also to
benefit those who process, distribute, sell, pre-
pare and/or consume all kinds of agricultural
commodities.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1402 so that the USDA’s Final
Rule on milk marketing orders can take effect
on October 1st of this year. That Rule may not
be perfect, but compared to status quo alter-
native contemplated by H.R. 1402, it is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by

the amendments printed in Part A of
House Report 106–324, is considered as
an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

H.R. 1402
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REQUIRED USE OF OPTION 1A AS

PRICE STRUCTURE FOR CLASS I
MILK UNDER CONSOLIDATED FED-
ERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS.

(a) USE OF OPTION 1A.—In implementing the
final decision for the consolidation and reform
of Federal milk marketing orders, as required by
section 143 of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7253), the
Secretary of Agriculture shall price fluid or
Class I milk under the orders using the Class I
price differentials identified as Option 1A ‘‘Lo-
cation-Specific Differentials Analysis’’ in the
proposed rule published in the Federal Register
on January 30, 1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 4802, 4809), ex-
cept that the Secretary shall include the correc-
tions and modifications to such Class I differen-
tials made by the Secretary through April 2,
1999.

(b) EFFECT ON IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—
The requirement to use Option 1A in subsection
(a) does not modify or delay the time period for
actual implementation of the final decision as
part of Federal milk marketing orders specified
in section 738 of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (as con-
tained in section 101(a) of division A of Public
Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–30).

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF REQUIREMENT.—
(1) EXPEDITED IMPLEMENTATION.—The Sec-

retary of Agriculture shall comply with sub-
section (a) as soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this Act. The requirement to
use the Option 1A described in such subsection
shall not be subject to—

(A) the notice and hearing requirements of
section 8c(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
(7 U.S.C. 608c(3)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, or the notice and comment provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(B) a referendum conducted by the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsections (17) or
(19) of such section 8c;

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(D) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(2) EFFECT ON MINIMUM MILK PRICES.—If the
Secretary of Agriculture announces minimum
prices for milk under Federal milk marketing or-
ders pu4rsuant to section 1000.50 of title 7, Code
of Federal Regulations, before the date on
which the Secretary first complies with sub-
section (a), the minimum prices so announced
before that date shall be the only applicable
minimum prices under Federal milk marketing
orders for the months for which the prices have
been announced.
SEC. 2. NECESSITY OF USING FORMAL RULE-

MAKING TO DEVELOP PRICING
METHODS FOR CLASS III AND CLASS
IV MILK; MODIFIED MANUFAC-
TURING ALLOWANCE FOR CHEESE.

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDING.—The Class III
and Class IV pricing formulas included in the
final decision for the consolidation and reform
of Federal milk marketing orders, as published
in the Federal Register on April 2, 1999 (64 Fed.
Reg. 16025), do not adequately reflect public
comment on the original proposed rule published
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in the Federal Register on January 30, 1998 (63
Fed. Reg. 4802), and are sufficiently different
from the proposed rule and any comments sub-
mitted with regard to the proposed rule that fur-
ther emergency rulemaking is merited.

(b) FORMAL RULEMAKING.—
(1) REQUIRED.—The Secretary of Agriculture

shall conduct rulemaking, on the record after
an opportunity for an agency hearing, to recon-
sider the Class III and Class IV pricing formulas
included in the final decision referred to in sub-
section (a).

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—A final decision on the
formula shall be implemented not later than 10
months after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(3) EFFECT OF COURT ORDER.—The actions au-
thorized by this subsection are intended to en-
sure the timely publication and implementation
of new pricing formulas for Class III and Class
IV milk. In the event that the Secretary is en-
joined or otherwise restrained by a court order
from implementing the final decision under
paragraph (2), the length of time for which that
injunction or other restraining order is effective
shall be added to the time limitations specified
in paragraph (2) thereby extending those time
limitations by a period of time equal to the pe-
riod of time for which the injunction or other re-
straining order is effective.

(c) FAILURE TO TIMELY COMPLETE RULE-
MAKING.—If the Secretary of Agriculture fails to
implement new Class III and Class IV pricing
formulas within the time period required under
subsection (b)(2) (plus any additional period
provided under subsection (b)(3)), the Secretary
may not assess or collect assessments from milk
producers or handlers under section 8c of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), re-
enacted with amendments by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, for marketing
order administration and services provided
under such section after the end of that period
until the pricing formulas are implemented. The
Secretary may not reduce the level of services
provided under that section on account of the
prohibition against assessments, but shall rather
cover the cost of marketing order administration
and services through funds available for the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service of the Department.

(d) EFFECT ON IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—
Subject to subsection (e), the requirement for ad-
ditional rulemaking in subsection (b) does not
modify or delay the time period for actual imple-
mentation of the final decision referred to in
subsection (a) as part of Federal milk marketing
orders, as such time period is specified in section
738 of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1999 (as contained in sec-
tion 101(a) of division A of Public Law 105–277;
112 Stat. 2681–30).

(e) MODIFIED MANUFACTURING ALLOWANCE
FOR CHEESE.—

(1) MODIFICATION OF ALLOWANCE.—Pending
the implementation of new pricing formulas for
Class III and Class IV milk as required by sub-
section (b), the Secretary of Agriculture shall
modify the formula used for determining Class
III prices, as contained in the final decision re-
ferred to in subsection (a), to replace the manu-
facturing allowance of 17.02 cents per pound of
cheese each place it appears in that formula
with an amount equal to 14.7 cents per pound of
cheese.

(2) EXPEDITED IMPLEMENTATION.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall implement the modi-
fied formula as soon as practicable after the
date of the enactment of this Act. Implementa-
tion and use of the modified formula shall not
be subject to—

(A) the notice and hearing requirements of
section 8c(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
(7 U.S.C. 608c(3)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, or the notice and comment provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(B) a referendum conducted by the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsections (17) or
(19) of such section 8c;

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(D) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(3) EFFECT ON MINIMUM MILK PRICES.—If the
Secretary of Agriculture announces minimum
prices for milk under Federal milk marketing or-
ders pursuant to section 1000.50 of title 7, Code
of Federal Regulations, before the date on
which the Secretary first implements the modi-
fied formula, the minimum prices so announced
before that date shall be the only applicable
minimum prices under Federal milk marketing
orders for the months for which the prices have
been announced.
SEC. 3. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CURRENT MILK

PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.
(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Subsection (h)

of section 141 of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7251) is amended by striking
‘‘1999’’ both places it appears and inserting
‘‘2000’’.

(b) CONTINUATION OF CURRENT PRICE SUPPORT
RATE.—Subsection (b)(4) of such section is
amended by striking ‘‘year 1999’’ and inserting
‘‘years 1999 and 2000’’.

(c) ELIMINATION OF RECOURSE LOAN PROGRAM
FOR PROCESSORS..—Section 142 of the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7252) is
repealed.
SEC. 4. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PROGRAM.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601
et seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 23. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this section, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall establish a pro-
gram under which milk producers and coopera-
tives are authorized to voluntarily enter into
forward price contracts with milk handlers.

‘‘(b) MINIMUM MILK PRICE REQUIREMENTS.—
Payments made by milk handlers to milk pro-
ducers and cooperatives, and prices received by
milk producers and cooperatives, under the for-
ward contracts shall be deemed to satisfy all
regulated minimum milk price requirements of
paragraphs (A), (B), (C), (D), (F), and (J) of
subsection (5), and subsections (7)(B) and (18),
of section 8c.

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—This section shall apply
only with respect to the marketing of federally
regulated milk (regardless of its use) that is in
the current of interstate or foreign commerce or
that directly burdens, obstructs, or affects inter-
state or foreign commerce in federally regulated
milk.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to
that amendment shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in Part B of that re-
port. Each amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by a proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-

other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 1 printed in Part B of House
Report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin:

Page 3, beginning line 3, strike section 1
and insert the following new section:
SECTION 1. REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO

REFERENDA REGARDING FEDERAL
MILK MARKETING ORDERS.

(a) NATIONAL BASIS OF REFERENDUM.—Sec-
tion 8c(19) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(19)), reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended by adding
at the end the following new sentence: ‘‘In
the case of the issuance or amendment of an
order relating to milk or its products, the
referendum required by this subsection shall
be conducted on a nationwide basis among
all milk producers operating in areas cov-
ered by Federal milk marketing orders and
the results of the referendum shall be tallied
on a nationwide basis.’’.

(b) TERMINATION OF BLOC VOTING.—Section
8c(12) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7
U.S.C. 608c(12)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, is amended by adding at the end
the following new sentence: ‘‘In the case of a
referendum relating to milk or its products,
a cooperative association of producers may
not vote in the referendum on behalf of milk
producers who are members of, stockholders
in, or under contract with, such cooperative
association of producers.’’.

(c) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)
shall apply with respect to the referendum
required by subsection (d) and any other ref-
erendum relating to milk or its products
commenced under section 8c(19) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(19)),
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, on
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(d) REFERENDUM ON USE OF OPTION 1A OR
OPTION 1B.—

(1) REFERENDUM REQUIRED.—As soon as
practicable after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a referendum among dairy pro-
ducers whose operations are located within
areas covered by Federal milk marketing or-
ders to determine whether producers would
prefer that the Secretary price fluid or Class
I milk under the orders using the Class I
price differentials identified as Option 1A or
Option 1B in the proposed rule published in
the Federal Register on January 30, 1998 (63
Fed. Reg. 4802, 4809), including such correc-
tions and modifications to such options
made by the Secretary through April 2, 1999.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF RESULTS.—The Sec-
retary shall implement the favored option in
the referendum as part of each Federal milk
marketing order (other than any order cov-
ering the State of California).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
each will control 10 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, one of the problems
with the debate that we are going to
have today is that, as my colleagues
may have already heard, we are going
to be dealing with a very complex, very
difficult subject, milk marketing or-
ders. A lot of terms and a lot of images
are going to be tossed around, and a lot
of Members and a lot of interest groups
are going to be arguing that they know
what is in the best interest of a family
dairy farm.

This amendment, the amendment
that I offer today, will ensure that,
whatever we do today, it is supported
by the dairy farmers themselves, not
co-ops, not manufacturers, not associa-
tions, not Members of Congress, not in-
side-the-beltway interests, but the
dairy farmers themselves.

As we will also hear reference to
today, back in August, dairy producers
all across America were asked to vote
up or down on the modest, very modest
reform plan offered by Secretary Glick-
man. Overwhelming results: over 95
percent of the dairy producers today
and over 90 percent in each region of
the Nation said that they favor the
Glickman reform.

So why are we here? I would argue
that farmers have spoken loud and
clear. They want reform. Well, my col-
leagues, we are here because the large
co-ops and some regional money inter-
ests do not like the results, and they
seek today to overturn those results
and overturn what the farmers I be-
lieve really want.

Now, to cover themselves they offer a
weak excuse. They say that the vote
that they cast in August was not a true
vote and it was not a true vote because
they did not have a choice between 1–
A and 1–B. Instead, it was up or down
on the Glickman reform, it was either
the Glickman reform or termination of
milk marketing orders.

Well, where have they been for the
last 6 decades? That has been the sys-
tem in place since 1937. Those of us who
oppose 1402 did not create it. These are
not our rules. These are the rules that
we have had to play by for 60 years.
The votes have always been cast in
such a fashion.

But today we have an opportunity
through this amendment to take the
anti-reformers at their word. This
amendment that I offer creates democ-
racy. It asks dairy farmers their opin-
ion. It turns to them for votes.

This amendment says that before
this all-seeing, all-wise Congress over-
turns the result of the August ref-
erendum and reimposes its Soviet-style
dairy system, we must have a real vote
of dairy farmers.

What a radical idea, no taxation
without representation.

Secondly, this amendment turns the
vote over to dairy farmers themselves,
all the dairy farmers covered by milk

marketing orders. Instead of having an
order-by-order vote, which is patch-
work voting, this amendment recog-
nizes that all dairy farmers, and we are
going to hear this over and over again,
all dairy farmers, all consumers have
an interest, have a national stake in
what we do today.

Third, this terminates block voting.
A dirty secret in this process is that
farmers actually do not have the vote.
Instead, co-ops do. Co-ops have the
right to vote their members. Just like
feudal lords had the right for centuries
to vote their tenants, husbands had the
right to vote for their wives, co-ops
have the right to vote for their member
farmers. Lord forbid that our dairy
farmers get to express their own opin-
ion.

Fourth, this amendment does pre-
cisely what the supporters of 1402 say
they want, a true choice, a true vote.
We allow dairy farmers, under this
amendment, to choose either 1–A or
1–B.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric about
dairy farmers not getting a real vote in
August. Today, with this amendment,
we have the opportunity to give them a
real vote, a real choice.

I do not rely on the Members out
here, the 229 Members inside the Belt-
way, to make these choices. I put my
faith in dairy farmers. I ask my col-
leagues to support this.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard some
statements made that are not very fac-
tual. To suggest that dairy farmers
have not already voted on this because
their cooperatives have expressed
themselves totally ignores two main
facts. One, of all of the milk produced
in the United States, 82 percent of it is
produced by farmers who belong to co-
operatives.

It is very true that there are a few
cooperatives that differ with this legis-
lation, and they happen to be mostly
from one region of the country; and I
understand that. I hate to hear people
continue to suggest that we are main-
taining Soviet-style legislation be-
cause that is not true either under 1–A
or 1–B, which is the argument today.
That is not a true statement.

Is it a Government program? Abso-
lutely. Has it worked perfectly? Abso-
lutely not. But it is the overwhelming
consensus of opinion by those who
commented on this some 4,217 dairy
farmers and their organizations, 3,579
supported 1402.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) who
has had a major effect in this debate,
and been a major force.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, it really comes down to this: pro-
ponents of H.R. 1402 are saying that the
vote that happened in August was a
cooked vote, that it was not an honest
vote, that they did not get all the
choices to vote on what they wanted.

Well, that is what we are trying to
give. Let us be very clear about what
1402 does with the latest self-executing
amendment. It denies the farmer any
choice as to their fate. It says that
H.R. 1402, the status quo, will be
crammed down their throat with no
say-so, no plebiscite, no choice from
the farmer.

What this amendment simply does is
it lets every individual farmer, not the
co-ops, not the processors, not the big
businesses, the farmers get to choose
do they want it.

Well, the vote that took place in Au-
gust was one that passed with over-
whelming majority. It was a choice be-
tween the USDA’s rule and Option 1–B.
I understand the proponents of 1402 dis-
regard this vote, so we are coming to
them with another vote.

If 1402 is what my colleagues think
all the farmers in this country want,
then they should not be afraid of let-
ting them decide themselves whether
they want it. Let us move this debate
beyond the Beltway, beyond the co-ops
and go directly to the people.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) un-
intentionally misspoke concerning the
vote that occurred. The farmers had a
choice of the Secretary’s proposal of 1–
B or nothing was the choice that was
voted on.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, yes. I apologize. I thought that is
what I had said.

The point is it is understandable that
the proponents of H.R. 1402 disregard
the vote that just took place by the
farmers in August. So what we are sim-
ply saying is, okay, let us have a real
vote; let us have a vote with the dairy
farmers to choose whether or not they
want 1402 before it is implemented, be-
fore it is passed down on to the farmers
with no say-so.

b 1200

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, I find the arguments of the spon-
sors of this amendment to be a little
suspect. These gentleman, I believe,
have every good intention, but they
will also speak today on behalf of the
Boehner amendment, an amendment
which the dairy farmers have voted on.
The dairy farmers overwhelmingly, 90
percent of them, in August rejected
that proposal which would gut the
milk marketing order; so, I am very
skeptical of their position on this.

But let me say this: At a time when
we should be empowering farmers to
work together through cooperatives to
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get better prices, this amendment di-
rectly undercuts cooperative bar-
gaining. This amendment would imple-
ment Option 1–B while another ref-
erendum is conducted by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Farmers join cooperatives to increase
the size and effectiveness of their
voice, and block voting on the part of
cooperatives is representative democ-
racy at its best. In a time of agricul-
tural crisis, we should not be advo-
cating ways to limit the ability of co-
operatives to speak for its members,
whether it be in the marketplace or in
the regulatory impacts. This amend-
ment would be a bad precedent, and I
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on Green-Ryan.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself as much time as I
may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment seeks
to pull the mask off the antireformers,
and we are hearing a bit of that in the
rhetoric of my colleague from New
York. Either my colleagues respect the
overwhelming vote of dairy farmers in
August, those that we all say we are
here to serve, or they should change
that voting system to get the real
voice of dairy farmers. This amend-
ment seeks to do that. It seeks to give
us what many of us here are calling
for, a real choice.

As my colleagues know, so many of
us here pay lip service to the family
farm. We say we want to save it, we
want to save Americana, we want to
protect the family farm as a part of our
economy and our culture; and yet ap-
parently, we do not trust those same
family farmers we say we want to pro-
tect. We do not trust them to have a
voice. Instead we take the voice away
from them.

One wonders if perhaps those who do
not support this amendment are afraid
of what they might hear. They are
afraid of what the farmers may tell
them.

This is the moment of truth, this
amendment: Who lines up for dairy
farmers and who lines up for others, for
special interests? Who really wants to
hear from dairy farmers and give them
the opportunity to decide what is best
for them, and who believes that they
know better?

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me attempt to
make it as clear as we possibly can
what that vote was in August, ap-
proved by from 90 percent to 100 per-
cent of those who were voting in var-
ious referenda. Dairy farmers voted to
impose upon themselves the Federal
market order system. That was the
vote, because if they had voted no,
they would have joined with those who
will later today and in some of the
rhetoric already today are suggesting
that dairy farmers do not want a Fed-
eral milk marketing order system.

What most of this discussion is about
is whether we have 1–A or 1–B, and I

readily admit that the intricacies and
the complexity of dairy market order
makes for great fun on the floor of the
House, but it does work for the purpose
of which it was intended and that is to
provide a stabilizing force for dairy
products all over the United States.

Now the issue of whether to have an-
other vote, I hope we will not forget for
a moment somebody will have to pay
for that and that the people that will
pay for that will again be dairy farmers
through the system of which we will be
asking to vote. Under normal cir-
cumstances, I would be in favor of that;
but we have already voted. This is an
amendment by those who oppose 1402,
attempting to muddy the waters some-
what in a very sincere way, and I would
just say to my colleagues:

I hope that they will oppose this
amendment, it is well-intended, it is
unnecessary, it is costly, and it is
being slightly misrepresented by those
who advocate it from the standpoint of
that vote in August because dairy
farmers were confronted there with a
vote of approving 1–B and the rec-
ommendation of USDA or having no
Federal order in their region. Given
that choice, they voted for the Federal
order and support us in our endeavor to
pass 1402 today.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I find it interesting that my es-
teemed colleague is against this
amendment because holding a ref-
erendum of dairy farmers would prove
costly, and yet my colleague and the
supporters of 1402 seek to overturn a
referendum we have already paid for.
Apparently that one was not so costly;
it was worth throwing away to them.
My colleagues cannot have it both
ways. Either we are going to turn to
our dairy farmers or we are not. Either
we are going to respect the results of a
referendum or we are going to change
the referendum to get a true vote.

Remember this: 1402 not only re-
verses the results of the August ref-
erendum, but it would take away the
right to vote by dairy farmers before
this change takes place.

Dairy farmers have had the right to
vote on the Federal order system since
1937. We are taking the step, those who
support 1402 and vote against this
amendment, they are taking the step
for the first time in 62 years imposing
a system without giving dairy farmers
the right to vote. I think that is out-
rageous.

Wherever one stands on 1402, wher-
ever one stands on 1–A, 1–B, Glickman
reform, to take away the right to vote
before we do so is wrong. It is
antifarmer, it is anti-family farmer, it
is a slap in the face of family farms all
across this Nation, those who would
benefit and those who would be hurt by
1402.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from

California (Mr. POMBO), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me. I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. Even though I agree with many
of the arguments of my colleague from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) makes, his
amendment is not all that simple.
There are many major changes that are
made in the system by this particular
amendment that I do not agree should
be done by an amendment on the House
floor without the full knowledge and
without the hearing process, without
everything that it takes to rewrite
dairy policy.

This has been a very difficult bill to
get through because it does make
major changes and has been very hard
because there are so many different
ideas region to region across the coun-
try. One of the most difficult things in
all this is to hear from people, to get
the members educated on that so they
understand what they are voting on.
This particular amendment makes
major changes in dairy policy in a so-
called simple amendment that is being
added onto this bill. Because of that, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. COMBEST), chairman of the
full House Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand very much the gentleman’s
concerns about the dairy policy, the
proponents of this amendment, and I
would say that the committee, now the
full House, is considering basically
whether to implement 1–A or not. I be-
lieve we know where our constituents
stand on this issue, I believe we know
how they have spoken with us. I do not
believe it is necessary to implement
what we believe is a strong majority of
the House by holding another ref-
erendum. Either Members support 1–A
or they do not. It is not necessary to go
through some bureaucratic procedure
in order to get to the end point.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would oppose the
amendment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would urge our colleagues to
strongly oppose this amendment. Lis-
ten to the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the chairman of the sub-
committee, me as the ranking member
of the committee. The committee has
acted on this. We recommend very
strongly 1402, an overwhelming vote,
not a unanimous vote. So I would urge
the opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in part B of House
Report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr.
STENHOLM:

Page 7, strike line 19 and all that follows
through line 10 on page 8, and insert the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 23. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PILOT PRO-

GRAM.
‘‘(a) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—Not later

than 90 days after the date of enactment of
this section, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall establish a temporary pilot program
under which milk producers and cooperatives
are authorized to voluntarily enter into for-
ward price contracts with milk handlers.

‘‘(b) MINIMUM MILK PRICE REQUIREMENTS.—
Payments made by milk handlers to milk
producers and cooperatives, and prices re-
ceived by milk producers and cooperatives,
under the forward contracts shall be deemed
to satisfy—

‘‘(1) all regulated minimum milk price re-
quirements of paragraphs (B) and (F) of sub-
section (5) of section 8c; and

‘‘(2) the requirement of paragraph (C) of
such subsection regarding total payments by
each handler.

‘‘(c) MILK COVERED BY PILOT PROGRAM.—
The pilot program shall apply only with re-
spect to the marketing of federally regulated
milk that—

‘‘(1) is not classified as Class I milk or oth-
erwise intended for fluid use; and

‘‘(2) is in the current of interstate or for-
eign commerce or directly burdens, ob-
structs, or affects interstate or foreign com-
merce in federally regulated milk.

‘‘(d) DURATION.—The authority of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to carry out the pilot
program shall terminate on December 31,
2004. No forward price contract entered into
under the program may extend beyond that
date.

‘‘(e) STUDY AND REPORT ON EFFECT OF
PILOT PROGRAM.—

‘‘(1) STUDY.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a study on forward contracting
between milk producers and cooperatives
and milk handlers to determine the impact
on milk prices paid to producers in the
United States. To obtain information for the
study, the Secretary may use the authorities
available to the Secretary under section 8d,
subject to the confidentiality requirements
of subsection (2) of such section.

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than April 30, 2002,
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry of
the Senate and the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives a re-
port containing the results of the study.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and a Member
opposed each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. POMBO) be
permitted to control 10 minutes of the
time in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment Mr.
POMBO and I offer today represents a
step into forward contracting for dairy
industry producers and handlers. At
the outset, I want to point out to my
colleagues that if the Pombo-Stenholm
amendment is not adopted, then for-
ward pricing will not likely come soon
to the dairy industry. The committee’s
bill provision allows for a wide experi-
ment where a more modest effort is
justified. With the modifications we
offer producer acceptance for the pro-
gram can be secured. If the Pombo-
Stenholm modifications are not adopt-
ed, producers will abandon forward
pricing, and there will be no program.

Mr. Chairman, by failing to make
special account of the coordination
challenges, the provisions reported by
the Committee on Agriculture fails to
fully take account of the milk mar-
keting order system and the need of
dairy producers to rely on cooperative
effort to maximize their income.

Mr. Chairman, dairy farmers are ex-
tremely vulnerable as stand alone price
takers. Their product is uniquely per-
ishable, and the system we have has
grown out of the fact that the proc-
essing industry has the unique advan-
tage where negotiations with producers
are concerned. While one can say what
they want about the appropriateness of
the particulars of the milk market
order system, one fact is clear, that
milk marketing orders give dairy farm-
ers an opportunity they would other-
wise lack to engage in mutually bene-
ficial cooperative action for price.

Mr. Chairman, much of the debate of
this bill focuses on the class 1 differen-
tials. While the differentials matter in
terms of promoting geographically di-
verse milk production, the key to the
success of the milk marketing order
program is it is focused on uniform
prices. The idea that the orders pro-
mote the establishment of market-
based prices that are paid uniformly to
each producer regardless of the use to
which his or her milk is put.

Mr. Chairman, put quite simply, the
committee’s bill’s provisions regarding
forward pricing represents a funda-
mental threat to the uniform pricing
feature of the Federal milk marketing
order system. This development is
troubling to me because without uni-
form pricing, producers will have little
choice but to abandon the cooperative
effort that has sustained the dairy pro-
duction industry.

Consider the situation where dairy
producers have a choice between sell-
ing to a producers’ cooperative or sell-

ing to a proprietary fluid milk proc-
essor. With the marketing system we
have today, the producer can make a
rational choice given the best opportu-
nities available considering the farm’s
location and the location of the facili-
ties. Because of uniform pricing there
is an inducement to join the coopera-
tive, consolidating with other pro-
ducers in a manner that gives them the
strength of common marketing. As a
co-op, they together bear the addi-
tional costs of being prepared to proc-
ess milk into a storable farm by build-
ing plants, of finding new markets, and
of creating opportunities in other
ways.
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If a fluid plant were permitted to use

the forward-pricing provisions, how-
ever, then it could begin to offer prices
that are below the Class I price re-
quired under the order system but
above the price the cooperative pays,
the cooperative which bears those costs
which make it effective in strength-
ening the producer’s market position.

Mr. Chairman, it is easy to see what
happens next. The rational producer
has to do what is best for his or her op-
eration, processors are restored to the
position of being able to play each pro-
ducer off against the other, and our
system’s effectiveness in promoting co-
operative effort collapses.

Mr. Chairman, I agree that forward
pricing can be an important risk man-
agement tool. Our amendment is de-
signed to allow its use by producers
and handlers on milk other than Class
I for 5 years. We believe this is a rea-
sonable compromise. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Dooley amend-
ment and support the Stenholm-Pombo
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to claim the time in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the issue is one of free
markets, in my view. Will we allow
producers on a volunteer basis to enter
into a private contract with a private
processor? The Stenholm amendment
says that if one happens to be a pro-
ducer selling to a fluid milk bottler,
the answer to that question is no.

The underlying bill, H.R. 1402, would
increase the power basically of dairy
cartels and, in the long run, the under-
lying bill not only would hurt pro-
ducers because of over-supply, in my
view, but it also hurts consumers, and
it would do so through higher prices,
and it would do so through higher price
volatility.

Subsidies create excess production.
Creating surplus dairy products even-
tually will create products that will be
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dumped into the markets and ulti-
mately the Government will be asked
to step in and buy surplus dairy prod-
ucts, and Congress did just that over a
decade ago in the 1980s; and it cost
Americans $17 billion, causing many to
say that we should stop milking our
taxpayers.

The Dooley amendment, if adopted,
would help alleviate basically this situ-
ation by allowing producers and proc-
essors to contract for price and supply.
Under that type of an arrangement, in
my view, everyone is a winner, includ-
ing the consumer. So let us work to
implement free market reforms.

There is a reason why Citizens
Against Government Waste, why
groups like Americans for Tax Reform
and Taxpayers for Common Sense op-
pose the underlying legislation, and I
urge my colleagues to do the same and
to oppose this amendment as it is cur-
rently drafted.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
been put together as an effort to bring
forward contracting as a tool, as an op-
tion, to America’s dairy farmers. The
original bill that was introduced to
allow forward contracting for dairy
farmers in this country was a bill that
we introduced, and I have always been
a big supporter of that because I be-
lieve that forward contracting is an ex-
tremely important tool that our Na-
tion’s dairy farmers should have.

They should have the ability to con-
tract with someone on the outside,
some corporation, some business, some
processor out there, to contract for the
sale of their milk over a long period of
time to manage their risk on their par-
ticular operation. I believe that very
strongly. I think the future for Amer-
ica’s dairy farmers will include the
ability to do forward contracting.

As we move forward with this par-
ticular bill, it became very apparent
that a number of our producers, a num-
ber of our dairy farmers throughout
the country, were dead set opposed to
doing forward contracting. They did
not want that tool, they did not want
that ability, and our opportunity to
bring forward contracting to America’s
dairy farmers, I believe, was very
threatened.

I salute the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) for working with me
over the past couple of months to come
up with this amendment that is, in
some ways, a compromise that allows
us to bring forward contracting to two-
thirds of the dairy producers that are
out there, to give them the oppor-
tunity to manage their risk with doing
forward contracting.

It is not perfect. It is a pilot pro-
gram. It gives us the ability to try this
over the next couple of years and prove
that it will work. I believe it will work,
but without this amendment passing
we will not have forward contracting
as part of the ultimate bill; and I be-
lieve that that will be a bigger risk for
America’s dairy farmers.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Stenholm-Pombo measure and would
also like to speak in support of my
amendment to theirs.

What we are trying to do here is to
provide dairy farmers with a risk-man-
agement tool, a tool that will allow
them to manage some of the wide fluc-
tuations in milk prices that occur
throughout a year. This is an impor-
tant opportunity that would allow a
dairy farmer to voluntarily enter into
a contract with a private processor.

Now that sounds like something that
is very reasonable, because as a farmer
myself that is something I do almost
every day, is I enter into a contract
with someone that is going to purchase
my cotton, my alfalfa, or whatever else
I might be producing. It is somewhat
remarkable that in our dairy laws
today we have a prohibition that actu-
ally makes it illegal for a dairy farmer
to enter into a private contract volun-
tarily in order to set a price.

This amendment that we are dealing
with at the current time is one that is
a step in the right direction because it
allows us to have a pilot program that
will allow dairy farmers to contract
forward on the milk that they are
going to sell for manufacturing pur-
poses. If we are, in fact, going to have
a legitimate and comprehensive pilot
program, we ought to expand it to all
classes of milk. Why should we limit it
solely to that milk that is going to be
used for cheese or other manufacturing
purposes? We ought to also be allowing
the dairy farmer the option to manage
his risk, if he is going to sell his milk
to be used for fluid purposes; and that
is what is at stake here, and that is
why we ought to oppose Stenholm-
Pombo, because I think it is important
that as policymakers that we really do
define what the appropriate role of
Government is.

How can we, in good conscience, say
that the appropriate role of Govern-
ment is to preclude dairy farmers from
voluntarily entering into a contract
with a processor of their choice? It just
does not make any sense.

So for all my colleagues that do not
know a lot about dairy policy, that are
listening, this is a very simple amend-
ment. I ask my colleagues to oppose
Pombo-Stenholm and support my
amendment.

I would also say that this is a meas-
ure that makes so much sense that all
the dairy cooperatives in the United
States already are using forward con-
tracting. In fact, I have some letters
here that are put out by Dairy Farmers
of America that talk about the benefits
of forward contracting. They say that
the benefits of forward contracting is
to protect profit margins. It estab-
lishes a known price for future produc-
tion. It allows management of income
in volatile markets.

Now, if we have the dairy coopera-
tives of the United States that are al-
ready promoting to their producers the
use of forward contractors why, again,
would we as Members of Congress de-
cide that it is inappropriate and it in
fact should be illegal to allow dairy
farmers to enter into a forward con-
tract for the sale of fluid milk to a pri-
vate processor? That makes no sense.

Vote against Stenholm-Pombo. Vote
for the Dooley substitute.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me start out by
saying if one supports co-ops, and most
all of the dairy farmers in this country
sell their milk through co-ops, then
you should support the Stenholm-
Pombo amendment.

Eighty-seven percent of our milk in
this country is sold through the coop-
erative system. The reason buyers of
milk from the farmers would like us to
vote down the Stenholm-Pombo
amendment is simply because they can
undercut the effectiveness of the coop-
erative to help farmers. What this
amendment helps correct is an amend-
ment passed in committee on a vote of
20 to 23, with 6 Members absent. A very
close vote in committee. Some were
convinced by the philosophical debate
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) puts forward.

It sounds good on the surface but
what it does, is undercut the effective-
ness of the co-ops by letting the manu-
facturers and the purchasers of the
milk go around the co-op, to buy milk
directly from the farmers. Thus they
have better negotiating power with the
co-op, by getting several farmers to
leave the co-op and sell directly to the
dairy by promises of benefits. A dairy
that does not have to deal directly
with the co-op for a significant amount
of milk increases their bargaining
power and reduces the co-op’s ability
to serve the majority of the people that
they represent in getting a fair price
for their milk.

Help keep farmer cooperatives strong
and vote against the Dooley secondary
amendment and for Pombo-Stenholm.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Pombo amendment and in favor of
the Dooley amendment. I believe that
my dairy farmers should have the right
to forward contracting with the proc-
essors. I believe that they have to have
this tool to manage the risks of fluc-
tuating prices. Those who support this
amendment seek to, as my colleague
just alluded to, reverse the results of
the Committee on Agriculture.

Secondly, I find it interesting that
those who are supporting the Pombo
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amendment say that farmers are vul-
nerable with respect to processors.
That is interesting because farmers in
Classes II, III, and IV can already en-
gage in forward contracting. Appar-
ently they are not vulnerable but
somehow those in Class I are.

It is also interesting that farmers are
suddenly vulnerable with respect to the
processors, but they are not vulnerable
with respect to the co-ops. We heard in
the debate on the previous amendment
that they were not vulnerable with the
co-ops; they had strengths with the co-
ops in their bargaining. Suddenly they
are vulnerable.

Quite frankly, in response to the pre-
vious speaker, I am not worried about
the large co-ops. I think the votes
today prove that the large co-ops can
take care of themselves very well.
They do not need our protection. Our
dairy farmers do.

I think the ones who are really vul-
nerable today are the dairy farmers,
not vulnerable with respect to the co-
ops, not vulnerable with respect to the
processors, but vulnerable with respect
to us here inside the beltway as we
seem poised to overturn the results of
the August referendum and reimpose a
Soviet-style system.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 6 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat some
of what the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH) mentioned a moment ago
because he was right on target. If we
ask any farmer today, and we are going
to talk a lot about this over the next
several days and weeks, about the
problem we are having with the price
we are receiving, now I have done a lot
of analyzing of what can farmers do to
enhance price and it comes down to a
pretty simple question.

Either we farmers, whether it is
dairy we talk about today or whether
it is fruit, vegetables, beef producers,
hog producers, the only thing that pro-
ducers can do is to bind themselves to-
gether in order that they might be-
come an economic unit that can have
market power in this tremendously
changing marketplace.

My dairymen at home are telling me,
the large dairies are saying, if the
Dooley amendment should pass, we will
have no choice but to do what the ad-
vocates of this amendment want done:
allow a few producers to go cut their
own deals to the expense of everybody
else. That can already be done. That is
the American system. But why should
we make it the legal system more than
it already is? That is the fundamental
question.

The proponents of this amendment
really honestly believe that is what
they want to do and I respect that. I re-
spect that, but then I come back to the
problem of which we are going to be
called on to spend billions of dollars in

a few days supplementing the income
of corn producers, rice producers, cot-
ton producers, wheat producers. Why?
Because the price is too low.
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That is the fundamental choice; and
why I point out to my colleagues, to
those that want to forward contract
under current law, they can already do
so and they will be able to do so. It is
called the future’s market. Any pro-
ducer that believes they would like to
forward price because it is better may
do so every day today. If one chooses to
do that as an individual because one
believes one can get a better price, one
may do so.

The problem with allowing one to do
as this amendment suggests ignores
the fact that our cooperatives play a
very vital role for their dairy commu-
nity that often gets overlooked by
those who choose to contract out. It is
called market balancing. Whenever one
gets short-term surpluses of milk in
any given regional order, somebody has
to take that and move it some place at
whatever cost it takes. That is what
gets overlooked if this amendment
should pass in the form in which they
propose it to those who oppose the
amendment. It will do irreparable
harm to the dairy industry’s quest at
price enhancement, of taking what we
now have and allowing dairy farmers to
work with the processors, not against
them, to get more of the consumers’
price into the dairy farmers’ pockets.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Wisconsin for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Stenholm amendment and
in support of the Dooley amendment. I
truly believe that if we really want to
do everything we can to enable our
dairy farmers to survive in current
market conditions, we need to do two
things, one of which is to allow us to
move forward this reform from USDA
that moves us to a more market-ori-
ented pricing system rather than a
government price-controlled system.
Even though it is very incremental, it
is a step in the right direction.

The other important thing, we can do
is to do everything within our power to
empower the individual producer with
more risk-management tools so that
they have more control over their own
destiny. There is a very important
risk-management tool that is available
to farmers that have the luxury of
dealing with co-ops and that is called
forward contracting. In fact, we have a
pilot options program taking place
right now in a variety of counties
throughout Wisconsin that allow pro-
ducers to enter into options or future
contracts. The concept is simple. If
they can lock in on a predictable price
and a revenue return that they can rely
upon, then they will not be subject to
the vagaries of the marketplace and

the wild, cyclical ride that we have
seen throughout the dairy industry and
throughout most of the agriculture in-
dustry, with drastic price fluctuations.
This risk-management tool gives those
individual producers who are willing to
crunch their own numbers and deter-
mine what their individual cost of pro-
duction is, to enter into private con-
tracts placed on future prices.

Now, if they know that their cost of
production is say 11 bucks per hundred-
weight and they can lock in on a future
contract of 12 bucks per hundred-
weight, they are going to be making a
buck profit per hundred-weight. And
that is a tool that our farmers in the
region are just now starting to utilize.
That is why I am in favor of the Dooley
amendment. It would expand future
contracting beyond cooperatives.

I think we should be empowering
these farmers regardless of the access
they have to co-ops. There are many
producers around the country that do
not have access to co-ops. In Wis-
consin, we have roughly a little more
than 80 percent of our dairy farmers
that do have co-ops that they can for-
ward contract with. But there are
roughly 20 percent that want to be able
to do this with private entities, and
that is more true in other parts of the
region that do not have a lot of co-ops
to join and forward contract with.

So if we are really going to help our
family farmers today, I would encour-
age my colleagues to oppose the Sten-
holm amendment, support the Dooley
amendment, and allow forward con-
tracting for producers, regardless of
where they happen to be producing and
regardless of whether or not they can
join a co-op or deal directly with a pri-
vate entity.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire as to the time re-
maining.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) has 101⁄2 minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) has 61⁄2 minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) has 3 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in strong opposition to the
Stenholm amendment and in support of
the Dooley amendment. The Stenholm
amendment is a bad idea. It takes away
something that we just put into this
legislation to give every dairy farmer
in the country something they badly
need to do.

Farmers across the country complain
about their inability to manage risk,
to deal with the fluctuation in prices.
Forward contracting allows them to do
that. It allows processors to offer pro-
ducers or their cooperatives a predeter-
mined price for their milk over a speci-
fied period of time. Producers can vol-
untarily accept a price based on the
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processor’s offer or continue to pay
prices based on Federal milk order
prices set each month in their order.
This is simply another risk-manage-
ment tool that should be offered to all
farmers. There is nothing that says a
producer must take a processor’s offer
or that he cannot continue to be paid
for his milk the way his grandfather’s
father was paid. The forward con-
tracting provisions in this bill are com-
pletely voluntary.

The amendment to exclude fluid milk
from the forward contracting provi-
sions of this bill will leave the major-
ity of my dairy-producing constituents
without the same risk-management
tools that others have. I represent a
heavy Class I utilization area. I hear
my farmers’ complaints about price
volatility very frequently. If they are
not offered the same ability to forward
contract as other dairy producers, they
will be severely disadvantaged in their
ability to manage their risk and lock
in a price for their product.

Dairy cooperatives can offer their
producers forward contractors, but the
Agriculture Marketing Agreements Act
of 1937 severely limits proprietary proc-
essors from offering producers forward
pricing. This legislation is necessary to
enable all dairy processors, cooperative
and proprietary alike, to offer forward
contracts.

Class I milk must be included in this
bill’s forward contracting provisions if
we are to put the entire industry on an
equal footing in helping farmers man-
age their operations profitably.

Oppose the Stenholm amendment and
support the Dooley amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Committee will rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) assumed the Chair.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the Committee of Conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 1059) ‘‘An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.’’

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT), a champion in the milk mar-
keting reform debate.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I want to see if I can put this into
terms that more Members can under-
stand. Last year, I was at the Houston
County Fair, and I have done this at
other fairs, but this was a specific ex-
ample where I was meeting with some

dairy farmers and we were talking
about dairy prices and I asked some of
them, well, how much was your milk
check last month. If you ask the farm-
ers themselves, many times they do
not know. But if you ask the farm
wives, they can tell you. They know
how much that milk check is month to
month. What this debate is about is are
we going to allow some of those people
to take some of the bumps out of the
road.

The reason I tell the story is last
year and then again this year, we have
seen prices go from $20 a hundred-
weight down to about $12 a hundred-
weight, and depending on the cir-
cumstances, either side of those two
numbers. They are happy when the
price is $20 a hundred-weight, but they
are all hurting when the price is $12.
We have seen this roller coaster ride.

What we are talking about is a risk-
management tool whereby the dairy
farmers, and let us talk about those
farm wives, the ones who get the
checks, who pay the bills, they are the
ones who really know what is hap-
pening with the business end of most
dairy farms; let us let them have that
option, whether they go to the co-ops
or whether they go to a for-profit pro-
ducer or processor. Let us let them
have the option of contracting.

So I rise in opposition to the Sten-
holm amendment; I rise in support of
the Dooley language, because all we
are saying is whether one sells their
milk to a co-op or whether one sells
their milk to a for-profit, they ought
to have the option of taking some of
those bumps out of the road. I say to
my colleagues, the co-ops, in my opin-
ion, have done a miserable job of ad-
vancing this basic notion. I think if
people begin to understand it is avail-
able and if there is a competitive pres-
sure out there, both the co-ops and the
for-profits are going to move to help
farmers utilize this risk-management
tool.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, once again, I just want to
touch on a few of the arguments that
some of the supporters of this amend-
ment have made in terms of it under-
mining the ability of farmers to par-
ticipate in cooperative efforts.

I think as a Member of Congress, I
probably am a member of more agri-
culture cooperatives than any other
member of the 435 in our body. I mar-
ket my cotton through a cooperative.
We market a whole host of other prod-
ucts through cooperatives. I believe in
the cooperative system.

But I also believe very strongly that
as a farmer, I should have the right to
voluntarily enter into a contract to
market my product. And when we talk
about this is undermining the coopera-
tive system, there is nothing in the
proposal that I am advancing that
would undermine that.

What we are undermining, if we pass
the Stenholm-Pombo legislation, is we

are undermining the right of a farmer;
we are undermining the right of a
farmer to voluntarily enter into a con-
tract in order that they may be better
able to manage the risks associated
with the volatility in milk prices.

Now, that makes so much common
sense that I, quite frankly, am sur-
prised we are even having a debate on
this issue. Why should we think that it
is the appropriate role of government,
once again, to deny farmers the right
to enter into a contract. Could we
imagine going into another sector of
our industry and saying that we are
going to deny the producer of orange
juice or oranges the ability to enter
into a forward contract with Sunkist
who is a cooperative or Minute Maid
and say, it is your right to enter into a
forward contract if your oranges are
going to be used for a fruit cocktail
mix or something like this, but it is
against the law for you to enter into a
forward contract if you are going to
sell your oranges for juice that is going
to end up in the bottle for fluid con-
sumption.

That is absolutely absurd. But yet,
that is what we are trying to do with
this amendment is that we are going to
say that it is all right for a farmer to
voluntarily contract to sell their milk
for cheese or butter or powder but if
they want to enter into that same con-
tract to sell their milk as fluid produc-
tion to end up in a bottle, we are say-
ing it is against the law.

The Federal Government has no right
to intercede in the affairs of a private
entity and a farmer from entering into
voluntarily a contract.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. Chairman, how much time do I
have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, if I
could follow along from the conversa-
tion of my colleague from California
was having. Understand that under cur-
rent law, dairy farmers cannot go out
and sell their milk, because the Fed-
eral program, the Federal milk market
order system says that one can only
sell one’s milk within a particular re-
gion for a particular price to a par-
ticular buyer. That is the first prob-
lem.

Then, with the amendment that we
have on the floor currently we are say-
ing that if one wants to have forward
contracting, one can have it if one has
Class II or III milk, but if one has fluid
milk, one cannot forward contract. So
we are forcing dairy farmers into a po-
sition where they only have one place
to sell their milk and that is through
their co-ops.
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I am a big supporter of co-ops. I

think they do an awful lot to help
farmers of all different types. But we
have corn producers, soybean pro-
ducers, vegetable producers all over
this country who do what every single
day? They forward contract with buy-
ers for their commodities.

Now, if it is good enough for all of
these other commodities, why is it not
good enough to allow dairy farmers the
freedom to go out and contract on
their own?

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would have to agree
with the statement that the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) just said, but
I think it needs to be expanded upon a
little bit so that all of my colleagues
can understand the problem that we
have.

Right now, it is not possible for a
dairy farmer to go out and forward
contract their milk with anyone except
for their co-op.
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What this amendment is doing is it is
saying that two-thirds of the milk that
is being produced, they will be able to
go out and forward contract with any-
one that they want.

The debate that we are having, and
the Dooley amendment will bring up
later, is whether or not to make it 100
percent of the milk or two-thirds of the
milk. The problem that we have is that
we do have a 60-odd-year-old law that
the dairy farmers have become used to,
that they have become dependent upon,
and a certain amount of dependency
has grown up around that current law
that is on the books, so obviously there
is a lot of fear when we get into any
major change in the way milk is mar-
keted.

If Members truly believe that for-
ward contracting is part of the future
for marketing milk in this country,
then they have to support this amend-
ment, because by doing it as a pilot
program, by doing it on a somewhat
limited scale is the only way we are
going to be able to use this program,
prove it works, prove to the dairy
farmers that it is a tool that they need,
that they should use for the future.

I believe that the only way we are
going to see forward contracting in the
future is if Members support this
amendment and if they oppose the
Dooley amendment later.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me address some of
the points my colleague, the gentleman
from California, just mentioned. The
current law we have, which has been in
place for 62 years, has been the primary
reason why we have lost 11,000 dairy
farmers in Wisconsin since 1990.

We have heard a lot over the last few
months about giving farmers the abil-
ity to manage their own risk. Farming
is a very volatile industry. There are
ups and there are downs, and we need

to help farmers have the ability to
manage their own risk, to make sure
that they can survive from year to
year.

This is what it comes down to. The
coops can forward contract, so a farmer
in a coop has that ability. The coops
have a government-sanctioned com-
petitive advantage over all other proc-
essors: They can forward contract. If
we look at the coop literature, we will
see they promote forward contracting
as a wonderful tool of risk manage-
ment.

What the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment seeks to achieve is to stop any-
body else from offering forward con-
tracts. The coops want to keep their
competitive advantage, so they are the
only ones who can give forward con-
tracts to the dairy farmer. What we are
trying to achieve by defeating the
Stenholm-Pombo amendment and by
passing the Dooley amendment is sim-
ply this: Let the farmer decide if they
want to or who they want to forward
contract with.

If for one reason or another a farmer
does not join a coop, a right they have
today, why should we be denying them
the ability to forward contract, which
is the best management tool they have
in their arsenal? What we are doing if
we pass the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment and defeat the Dooley amend-
ment is basically telling that dairy
farmer who for one reason or another is
not in a coop, you are out of luck. You
cannot forward contract. Forward con-
tracting, as I think everyone is ac-
knowledging here on the floor debate,
is an excellent tool of risk manage-
ment.

The coops are very big and they are
getting bigger. I support coops. I have
many in my district that I represent.
However, as we are going to discuss in
a future amendment, coops are not re-
quired to pay the minimum price for
milk to their producers. So we have a
system whereby the coops have a com-
petitive advantage, being the only ones
who can offer forward contracting, but
it is also very interesting to note that
the coops do not have to pay the min-
imum price of milk to their own pro-
ducers.

So our farmers are being put into a
catch-22. If they want this risk man-
agement tool, they have to join the
coop. If they join the coop, they very
well will not get the minimum price of
milk. They might get prices below the
minimum prices.

What we are trying to do is liberalize
and give more freedom to the dairy
farmer, give them the chance to self-
contract, forward contract, on their
own.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Wisconsin is accurate in one aspect,
and that is that current dairy policy is
responsible for, one, putting a lot of
dairy farmers out of business, and two,
for keeping a lot of dairy farmers in
business. It is inefficient. It has, I be-

lieve, all of the bad elements of what
happens when government gets in-
volved with regulating private busi-
ness.

But having said that, I believe that it
is extremely important that we con-
tinue on with the transition between a
government-run, regulated dairy indus-
try into a free market industry. One of
the ways of doing that is by allowing
forward contracting, by allowing indi-
vidual dairy farmers to go out and con-
tract for the future how much they are
going to get for their milk.

I truly believe that the only way that
we are going to advance that debate
further, that we are going to advance
the ability for dairy farmers to have
the chance to forward contract on their
milk, is by passing this amendment.

Having said, I ask my colleagues to
support the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment and to oppose the Dooley amend-
ment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I think one key point
needs to be made. To all of those who
oppose my amendment because of the
complexities, because of the continu-
ation of the Federal Market Order Sys-
tem, to those who also were interested
in another referendum in the previous
vote that we will be taking in just a
moment, let me remind all of our col-
leagues, if they are concerned about
what dairy farmers want us to do
today, dairy farmers voted 90 percent
plus in August to support the Federal
Milk Marketing Order System, warts
and all.

I repeat, if Members are concerned
about what dairy farmers want us to do
today, they preferred Option 1B with
the Federal order system versus noth-
ing, which the advocates will have an
amendment to eliminate all of the
dairy program as the last amendment
today.

But the relevant point on this
amendment, if Members are concerned
about what dairy farmers in all regions
of the country have already spoken
loudly and clearly on in a referendum,
in a vote, in which every dairy farmer,
through their cooperative, had a
chance to vote, they said, we prefer the
Federal Market Order System versus
nothing. That was the choice that was
made.

That point needs to be indelibly in
our minds today because a lot of the
rhetoric we have heard today is talking
about something that somebody other
than dairy farmers would like to see
done. That is something that I hope we
will keep in mind as we support my
amendment.

Personally, I am very nervous about
even my amendment, the effect, but I
am willing to try. That was the deal
that I made with the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY). I was willing
to have an experiment, time-limited,
to see whether or not we could use, in
all milk other than Class 1, we could
use forward contracting to enhance
producer income.
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I am still willing to try that. I hope

my colleagues will join with me in sup-
port of my amendment, oppose the
Dooley amendment, and let us get on
with passing H.R. 1402, which is the
overwhelming opinion of the over-
whelming majority of dairy farmers in
the United States what we should do
today.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). All time has expired.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY OF

CALIFORNIA TO AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY
MR. STENHOLM

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment to
the amendment.

The text of the amendment to the
amendment is as follows:

Part B amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
DOOLEY of California to Part B amendment
No. 2 offered by Mr. STENHOLM:

On page 2 of the amendment, beginning
line 3, strike ‘‘that—’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘is in’’ on line 6 and insert ‘‘that is
in’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST),
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple mat-
ter of fairness. The authority in the
bill reported by the Committee on Ag-
riculture for dairy farmers to enter
into private contracts with processors
is completely voluntary. If the farmer
decides they want to enter into a con-
tract, it is agreeable to both sides, they
can do so, completely voluntary.

According to the experts within the
Department of Agriculture, it may be
impossible to implement a forward
contracted program if fluid milk is ex-
cluded. Therefore, I do support the
Dooley amendment to the Stenholm-
Pombo amendment.

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, the
amendment that was offered by my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas,
seeks to make the authority to forward
contract a pilot study. I can support
that. Unfortunately, the amendment
also says that unlike the farmers who
sell their milk for manufactured dairy
products, if they sell their milk to a
bottler, fluid milk bottler, they cannot
negotiate for a better price.

If the goal is to establish a pilot, I do
not believe that it is wise to prohibit
the farmer participation based on how
that product will be sold. The author-
ity for a farmer to contract for the sale
of their product guarantees their in-
come and ultimately reduces price vol-

atility that has plagued this industry
and consumers. I do support the Dooley
amendment, and if it passes, I support
the underlying amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is respon-
sible for us to give all of the possible
options of marketing to all of our
farmers to best provide them the best
risk management they can possibly
have in times of very depressed agri-
cultural conditions.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
any Member seek time in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Let me make another point for
all of our colleagues here. There is
nothing in my amendment that pre-
cludes any dairy farmer or any cooper-
ative from negotiating a better price
for fluid milk. Nothing in the amend-
ment keeps them from doing that.
What they cannot do is negotiate a
price that is less than, less than the
order price. That is why I oppose the
Dooley amendment.

I will make a few observations. This
is interesting to me, because California
dairy producers do not vote in Federal
referenda because they have a much
better referendum in California, or at
least that is what California dairy
farmers say. Again, we have a very di-
vided industry, and we have been
through this for a long time. It is split
almost fifty-fifty, between dairy farm-
ers in California that have a different
opinion.

But it is interesting, when we heard a
moment ago that the price of milk can
be produced for $11 in California, and
we talk about consumers, well, the
consumer price for milk in Los Angeles
is $2.99 as of September 22, 1999. In Dal-
las, Texas, it is $2.50. In Minneapolis,
Minnesota, it is $2.99.

Again, we have been hearing all
about this profit, the pricing, and what
we can and cannot let dairy farmers do.
But the bottom line from the consumer
standpoint, we cannot make a logical
argument that the consumer is bene-
fiting from the California price to the
dairy farmer, but the dairy farmers in
California that object to their system
because they feel like they are being
penalized is a valid one.

Again, let me remind my colleagues
that the order and the rules of the Fed-
eral order that we are discussing were
overwhelmingly approved in every re-
gion of the country. California did not
vote because they are not a part of the
Federal order system.
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But every other region, 90 percent of
the dairy farmers agreed that the fed-
eral order system, as imperfect as most
of them believe it is, under the bill

that we attempt to correct today or
the order of the USDA recommenda-
tion, 96 percent, 98 percent in the
southeast, in the northeast 90.5 per-
cent, 93.1 percent of the producers all
across the Nation agree. They agree
with the basic tenet of the amendment
that I offer of a pilot project. As the
chairman said, we are willing to try
this to see whether or not it might
work, but to do it in a limiting way.

To the argument of suggesting that
this does not make sense, separating
Class I and other classes, let me again
remind my colleagues that the purpose
of which I offer my amendment and the
purpose of which the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY) offers his are
diabolically opposed.

I feel very strongly that if we allow
individuals to contract in dairy, which
is much different than we have in cot-
ton, and I belong to a few cooperatives
myself, but in dairy, if one has a large
number who choose to contract out for
another extra nickel, and one has a
balancing problem in one’s region in
which suddenly one has milk that has
to be moved somewhere at a loss, the
folks that have made the contract ben-
efit from this, and every other dairy
farmer within the cooperative will be
hurt accordingly.

Now, maybe that is not right. Some
would say, and I guess the argument of
those today and the proponents to my
amendment say, that is the way it
ought to be. But it is a fundamental
change. I would submit to my col-
leagues, if they are concerned about
dairy farmers, they cannot ignore the
vote in August in which they said over-
whelmingly we accept the warts of this
because we believe doing without the
program will do us more harm.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed
out earlier in this conversation, one of
the real needs for farmers of all types
in the current economic environment
is better risk-management tools. One
of the things we tried to do over the
last couple of years and we will con-
sider before this year is over is an ex-
panded crop insurance package.

But what we are talking about in this
amendment is empowering dairy farm-
ers by giving them risk-management
tools so that they can better manage
the risk and the fluctuations in price
on their own farm.

Now, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO) who have the
underlying amendment are saying, well
it is okay if one sells one’s milk for
cheese or for powder. We are going to
allow one to forward market and con-
tract that particular product. But if
one is going to sell one’s milk for fluid
consumption to a bottler, let us say a
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supermarket down the street, that is
not okay.

Now, it defies me to understand why
it is okay to have forward marketing
for cheese and powder but not for fluid
milk.

Now, we happen to be in a situation
today where farmers last year, the
dairy farmers, got probably, overall,
the highest prices they ever received.
This year, they are likely to get the
second highest prices they have ever
received.

What we are saying with this amend-
ment is, even though we have got high
prices, and maybe a dairy farmer would
like to go out and lock in that higher
price with his local supermarket, he is
unable to do that under current law
and under the underlying amendment.

That is why the amendment being of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) I think makes all the
common sense in the world. At a time
of higher prices, why do we not em-
power dairy farmers themselves to go
out and lock in a price for a substan-
tial length of time if they want?

What we are basically saying with
the underlying amendment is that
dairy farmers are not capable of doing
this on their own. Well, I think they
are. They have done a marvelous job in
surviving under a complex system for
62 years. If we begin to unleash the
shackles that the Federal Government
has put around them, my guess is that
dairy farmers are going to have a great
opportunity to succeed even more.

So I rise in support of the Dooley
amendment and congratulate the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)
for offering it, along with the chairman
of the committee, in saying that let us
empower farmers, let us make this
common-sense reform that allows a
dairy farmer to go out and protect
himself and his family and most impor-
tantly his farm.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) each have
30 seconds remaining. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has the
right to close.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the strongest
opposition to the Dooley amendment.
It is basically whether my colleagues
are going to vote with dairy farmers,
as they have already told us by a 90
percent vote that they agree with my
basic amendment, they oppose the
Dooley amendment. I hope my col-
leagues will stick with the dairy farm-
ers of America all across this Nation
overwhelmingly. Ninety percent say let
us stick with my amendment. Oppose
the Dooley amendment. Support H.R.
1402.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I just ask
my colleagues just to apply a little

common sense in their votes on this
amendment. All we are asking for is to
allow dairy farmers the ability and the
right to enter into a voluntary con-
tract to sell their fluid milk.

One cannot have a more compelling
argument than was put in the informa-
tion that was put out by the Dairy
Farmers of America, one of our largest
co-ops, when they were promoting for-
ward contracting. They said, ‘‘For the
first time in history, you can manage
future price risks on your dairy using
the same proven tools that have been
available to other commodities for
many years.’’

This amendment, the Dooley amend-
ment, is going to provide those tools,
those risk-management tools to dairy
farmers. Let us give them the ability
to manage prices in a volatile market.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, further proceedings on
the amendment No. 3 offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) to the amendment No. 2 of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: Part B Amendment No. 1
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN), Part B Amend-
ment No. 3 offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY), and Part
B Amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF
WISCONSIN

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on amendment No. 1 of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. GREEN) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 102, noes 323,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 430]

AYES—102

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Brown (OH)
Calvert
Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dooley
Dreier
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hobson
Hostettler

Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Pallone

Pascrell
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shays
Shimkus
Souder
Spratt
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Thune
Vento
Visclosky
Weller
Wu

NOES—323

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins

Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
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Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)

Snyder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Dickey
Doolittle

Fowler
Ose
Scarborough

Tauzin
Weygand
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Messrs. FARR of California,
GEORGE MILLER of California,
RILEY, QUINN, BUYER, DIXON and
CANADY of Florida changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. ROGAN, RUSH and EWING
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I was inadvertently

detained and was therefore not present to
vote today for rollcall No. 430. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman will state his
inquiry.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to make sure because there is
some confusion. The next vote occurs
on the Dooley amendment to the Sten-
holm amendment?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman is correct. The next vote oc-
curring will be a vote on the Dooley
amendment to the Stenholm amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY TO
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 3 of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) to Amendment No. 2 of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 155, noes 270,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 431]

AYES—155

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Clay
Clement
Combest
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Crane
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Gallegly
Ganske
Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)

Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hilleary
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Oxley
Pallone

Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Traficant
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Waxman
Weller
Wilson
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—270

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt

Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)

Bryant
Burr
Burton
Camp
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel

Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett

Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Dickey
Doolittle

Fowler
Latham
Metcalf

Scarborough
Tauzin

b 1340

Mr. BENTSEN changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.

431, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider Amendment
No. 4 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The Clerk will designate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr.
GUTKNECHT:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON BLENDING OF PRO-

CEEDS FROM THE COLLECTIVE
SALES OR MARKETING OF MILK AND
MILK PRODUCTS.

Notwithstanding section 8c(5)(F) of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C.
608c(5)(F)), reenacted with amendments by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, or the consolidation of Federal milk
marketing orders pursuant to section 143 of
the Federal Agricultural Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7253), effective
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall
prohibit a cooperative marketing association
referred to in such section 8c(5)(F) from
blending the net proceeds attributable to
Federal minimum prices of all sales or mar-
ketings of milk and its products in all mar-
kets in all use classifications in order to
make distributions in accordance with the
contract between the association and its pro-
ducers. The prohibition does not prohibit the
blending of market-based premiums.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) and a Member opposed to the
amendment each will be recognized for
20 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) seek the time in opposition?

Mr. BALDACCI. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Maine will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The amendment that I am offering, I
think the short title we should use:
The Truth in Milk Marketing Amend-
ment, and I do not think most Mem-
bers, and I know that speaking for my-
self, I was not aware until just a few
months ago that in fact, even though
we have a milk marketing order sys-
tem, that many dairy farmers around
the United States, and I have a chart
here, and this is a chart provided by
the USDA; this is not a chart that we
made up, but it talks about the average
1998 Federal order in the mailbox prices
by the Federal milk marketing order
system, and what it shows is, for exam-
ple, in places like the Southeast and

the Southwest, even though the FMMO
blended price was supposed to be one
thing, the actual price, the average
price, that dairy farmers in those re-
gions was something less.

Let me just share with my colleagues
some of the numbers. For example, in
the middle Atlantic States, the price
was supposed to be an average of $15.17,
but actually was only $14.90. In Caro-
lina, it was supposed to be $16.14, but
the price they got in the mailbox was
$16.08. Go down into the Southeast, and
we start to see the real differences. For
example, in the Southeast the FMMO
price was supposed to be $16.13, but ac-
tually the dairy farmers in that area
got an average mailbox price of only
$15.36.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think that that
is evidence that there is something
wrong with the system, and let me ex-
plain what is wrong with the system.
In effect the co-ops are exempt from
paying the minimum milk marketing
order price.

All I am saying with my amendment
is that whether one is a for-profit or
they are a co-op, they have to pay the
minimum blend price, and I think this
is a consummately fair amendment. In
fact, I would say not only do most
Members not know that this is hap-
pening, I suspect that most dairy farm-
ers do not know. I think if those of my
colleagues are from different regions, if
they ask their dairy farmers are they
getting what the milk market order
price is, most of them would say, well,
of course. But in truth in their mailbox
they are not actually getting it.

Reblending is not transparent. Pro-
ducers do not know what happens to
the money, how it is used, or what
costs underlie the reblending amount.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. If my colleagues really
care about the dairy farmers in our
areas, then they ought to at least vote
for this amendment and say that we
are going to have truth in milk mar-
keting whether they sell their milk to
a co-op or they sell their milk to a for-
profit processor.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment takes
away the right of farmer-owned co-
operatives to re-blend net revenues be-
fore distributing the proceeds of sales
to cooperative members.

Dairy producers who join coopera-
tives do so in order to have a secure,
reliable market for their milk 365 days
a year. They look to the cooperative to
market their milk and to build what-
ever facilities are needed to accomplish
this, whether it be cheese, butter, or
powder plants. The facilities either
manufacture the farmers’ milk into
products or receive and store the milk
for a day then ship to bottlers when it
is needed. These facilities are part of
the total marketing plan of coopera-
tives.

Mr. Chairman, dairy producers own
these cooperatives lock, stock and bar-
rel, expect the cooperatives to pay
them what is left after the marketing
and processing costs are covered both
monthly and the milk check and any
profits derived are paid at the end of
the year in a thirteenth check. This
sometimes is called reblending, mean-
ing the cooperative may not always
pay above the Federal order price in a
given month but does pay out the divi-
dends after all the marketing costs are
covered.

Farmers give the right to reblend
their cooperative because they want
the cooperative to be a financially
sound and viable business entity that
can guarantee that market year round
in times of surplus production as well
in times that are tight. This right of
reblending is vital to the type of coop-
erative dairy supply marketing and
other entities. Mr. Chairman, taking
away the right of the cooperatives to
reblend, which this amendment does,
severely restricts and limits the ability
of the cooperative to assure the mem-
bers of a secure market for their prod-
uct.

This amendment interferes with the
ability of a cooperative to run its busi-
ness and pay its members. A similar
proposal was defeated by a three to one
ratio in the Committee on Agriculture
during the markup of 1402.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join my colleague on a bi-
partisan basis in supporting this
amendment. This amendment illus-
trates one of many very complex, Byz-
antine features of dairy policy in the
United States. There is probably no
other area of Federal agricultural pol-
icy which has the flawed fundamental
unfair characteristics that exist in the
dairy programs. It is archaic, it flows
from economic conditions that existed
65 years ago, it flows from problems
that we had with refrigeration and
transportation 65 years ago that do not
exist today.

How can we in America be urging the
rest of the world to engage in a mar-
ket-oriented, free trade policy when we
fail to recognize this policy in the
dairy sector in our own country? It is
absolutely crazy, it is shameless, and
we have the same people in this Cham-
ber that have been strong advocates
and supporters of programs ranging
from NAFTA, to GATT, to opening up
trade with China, normal trade rela-
tionships with that country, even with
Cuba, that are staunchly defending ar-
chaic dairy policies that are a throw-
back to almost the last century.

The time has come that we have to
forthrightly address the problems of
dairy policy in the United States, and
when we tried to do that in Congress,
we were told wait, let us give the ad-
ministration the chance to do this, it
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would not be as political, we would not
be forced to vote on the basis of our
constituencies.

So we gave the administration this
option, and what has happened? The
administration has come back with a
policy, and now in this bill we are try-
ing to defeat that policy.

Again, it is crazy, and what else is
crazy about this? We see Members of
Congress representing dairy farmers.
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT), myself from Minnesota,
the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) representing dairy farmers;
we are squabbling with one another.
And at the same time, people through-
out this country know that American
agriculture is in deep trouble; and this
includes our dairy farmers.

Mr. Chairman, the economics of
farming are destructive. They are con-
suming tens of thousands of American
families every year, and here we are
forced to scrap over the scraps.

If we expect to have a dairy policy
and a food policy that serves the best
interests of this Nation, Mr. Chairman,
it is time to get rid of this archaic pro-
gram, it is time to take amendments
like that from the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) and pass
them in this Chamber.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH),
a member of the committee.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, things are seldom what they
seem. I mean everybody talking from
both sides of the aisle wants to help
our dairy farmers. Sometimes we see a
difference between different areas of
the country. That is why we argue
about 1A and 1B.

On this amendment I would like to
suggest that it may be well intentioned
but what it does in effect is to prohibit
co-ops from subtracting their cost of
doing business as a co-op from the pro-
ceed of total co-op milk sales and then
take what is left and distribute it to
farmers.

So when the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) suggests we
should have an amendment that forces
every co-op to pay the Federal order
price, then the question must be asked:
How are the co-ops going to manage
their affairs; how are they going to pay
for the expenses of that cooperative?
The effect on co-ops that do not enjoy
an over-order price, (those co-ops that
have not been able to negotiate a high-
er price than the Federal order price),
would be to disallow the co-op from
paying for their cost of doing business
from milk sale receipts.

So by passing this amendment, we
are going to put some co-ops out of
business or otherwise jeopardize the co-
op operation. The way it has been
working for the last 40 years is to allow
these co-ops to subtract their cost of
doing business, and then divide up

what is left to their members. It is a
reasonable way for these co-ops to con-
tinue to operate efficiently. I hope we
vote down the amendment and keep co-
ops strong.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
time.

In response to the gentleman who
spoke just before me, he pleaded with
Members to keep co-ops strong; I think
co-ops are doing just fine. I think that
has become very clear today.

My colleagues are hearing a few re-
curring themes today. One of them is
they are hearing over and over again
through the amendments that are
being brought forward, they are seeing
a distinction between those who choose
to stand up for family dairy farms and
those who choose to stand up for large
dairy interests.

Earlier today, we took away from
dairy farmers the right to vote on this
change in milk marketing orders, a
right that they have had for 62 years.
Today we took that away.

b 1400
Just a little while ago, we denied to

farmers, with respect to Class I fluid
milk, the right to forward contract,
the risk-management tool that so
many other businesses have, that near-
ly every other commodity has. We have
done that.

Today, with this amendment, what
we are learning is that some co-ops,
not all by any means, I am a supporter
of co-ops, but at least some co-ops are
underpaying family dairy farmers.
That is the dirty little secret.

In fact, according to USDA, I am
reading from a USDA publication here,
farmers from New England, southeast
Texas, and the Southwest plains were
paid on average 80 cents less than the
minimum milk price in their respec-
tive regions, solely because their co-
ops are not required to pay producers
the minimum price for their milk.

So what we are seeing today, at a
time when we are all talking about
how much family dairy farms are hurt-
ing, we are seeing that we have an op-
portunity to help them, to protect
them.

Now those who sponsor and support
1402, they say that family farmers are
in need of protection from food proc-
essors. They say that family farmers
are in need of protection. The sup-
porters of 1402 also say that family
farmers need protection from the right
to vote for themselves, but apparently
they do not need protection from a few
large co-ops which by every reasonable
measure are underpaying them.

Mr. Chairman, if there were a movie
theme to this vote today, it would be
the Empire Strikes Back, because a few
large interests are thwarting the needs,
the concerns and the wishes of family
dairy farms all across America.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) has 16 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I will just take a few
minutes of that 16 minutes and basi-
cally discuss the value of a coopera-
tive. We have placed market forces in
the world economy on top of small
farmers. We have allowed small farm-
ers to group together in terms of being
able to get into a cooperative where
similar farmers can pool their re-
sources to be able to add value to their
natural resources so that they can
come up with additional resources so
that they can stay on the farms and
stay in farming. Those are the coopera-
tives that are giving small farms an op-
portunity to stay in business. Those
cooperatives are not the empire strikes
back. Those cooperatives are small,
family independents getting together
to pool their resources and to try to be
able to compete in a processing world
where they are adding value to those
natural resources, something that we
support.

We just had a small farms commis-
sion report come back and tell us that
a lot of our policies that have been a
part of our Federal Government over
the years have encouraged farms to get
bigger and bigger and bigger or get out
of business.

This is one of the few areas in the
recommendations, of 146 recommenda-
tions, that they said to work with
farmer-owned cooperatives, to give
them the tools and resources so that
they can band together to add value to
their natural resources, so they are not
just dependent on fluid milk, so that
they can try to process, add value to it;
to compete in a global world market
force and not just to allow individual
farmers to go out on their own; to be
able to negotiate prices with a dairy
interest and large corporations, in
some cases multinational corporations;
to think that they are somehow going
to get a fair deal and to purport that
the small cooperatives, farmer-owned
cooperatives, are somehow going to de-
stabilize those market forces is not
being accurate.

What we are referring to here is more
like a credit union, in the inter-
national finance world, in allowing
them to be able to have at least some
opportunities to take care of the small
farmers and be able to allow them to
group together. That is what is being
attacked today. The ability of them to
be able to group together, to band to-
gether in cooperatives, to improve
their marketing position is being at-
tacked.

Milk receipts are the only source of
revenue for farmer-owned dairy co-
operatives; and under the amendment
cooperatives would be unable to make
investments such as milk trucks and
milk processing equipment. This simi-
lar amendment was dealt with in the
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committee, and I wish that the House
would concur and vote down this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment does not seek to
do anything against the co-ops. It is
not an anti-co-op amendment. It is a
pro-farmer amendment. Since 1995,
since we have been reporting mailbox
prices, the following areas have con-
sistently received less than the federal
order blend price; the Southeast, the
Southwest plains, Texas and the Great
Basin regions. In most cases of these
underpayments, they occur in an area
where there is little competition for
milk. In other words, there is basically
one predominant cooperative. This is
especially the case in the Southeast, in
Texas and the Southwest plains where
producers have few, if any, alternative
markets.

Now, as cooperatives continue to
consolidate there is a greater likeli-
hood that dairy producers will receive
less than the blended price, less than
the price at the minimum. Now, this is
the case. The gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) is right in saying that
sometimes farmers do not have any
choice but to go to a co-op.

Well, that monopoly and the ability
to pay less the minimum price is pre-
cisely what is going on at the bottom
line of American dairy farmers who are
in the co-ops. So what we have in place
today is a system where the beautiful
irony of this bill, where we are trying
to raise differentials for the very farm-
ers in these co-ops, we have the co-ops
who are paying below the minimum
prices. It is because the farmers have
nowhere else to go but to the co-op.

All we are saying with this amend-
ment is, make sure the farmer who is
in the co-op, who has nowhere else to
go but the co-op, gets at least the min-
imum price for the milk they produce.

Now, the co-ops will say they need to
pay below minimum prices for other
needs, for other expenditures. Well,
that is a very fuzzy, very gray area. We
do not know where that money is
going. We do know that that money is
not going to the farmers who are en-
rolled in these co-ops.

The beautiful irony is this: this de-
bate is about trying to fight for more
money, more differentials, for dairy
farmers in the co-ops. Yet we are sup-
porting a system today that allows
them to get less than the minimum
price in the co-ops.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield an additional 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) for yielding
additional time.

Mr. Chairman, in just a few days, or
a week or two, this Congress will likely

pass a multibillion dollar bill designed
to intervene and help struggling farm-
ers. Yet, we have right before us, right
now, an amendment that is a simple
way to intervene on behalf of some
farmers, those who have relatively
weak bargaining power with respect to
their large co-op. This is a simple, easy
way to intervene and to make their lot
better. It does not cost billions. It is
not going to grab headlines, but it is a
way that we can help out, a direct way,
a simple way.

Let me also return to a discussion or
a focus on the vote itself on this
amendment. This is one of those
amendments, in my view, that dairy
farmers all across America will be
watching closely when they see the re-
sults, because this is one of those
amendments that really distinguishes
a voting Member on which side they
are on.

This one says whether one is on the
side of a small dairy farmer with rel-
atively weak bargaining power or
whether or not one is on the side of a
large co-op. In many cases, as my col-
league from Wisconsin has pointed out,
where they essentially have a monop-
oly, it cannot be both ways. My col-
leagues are for one or for the other,
and when this vote is cast, dairy farm-
ers will know.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, of-
tentimes when we get into discussions
like we have been going through on
this amendment, I am reminded of the
infamous words of Will Rogers when he
observed that it ain’t people’s igno-
rance that bothers me so much. It is
them knowing so much that is the
problem.

When we start talking about the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of various
dairymen in various regions, the num-
bers just do not hold up.

Several times today we have had it
pointed out that the problem is with
the Class I differentials. In the average
mailbox price, which is what farmers
put in their pockets every week, the
average mailbox price last year for the
whole year of 1998, in the upper Mid-
west, was $15.29 in the region where the
gentlemen who offered this amendment
do reside, $15.29; in the area of Texas
where they object to the system of
which we have a different advantage,
$14.82, 47 cents less.

Now, there are all kinds of different
reasons for this. The complexities of
the federal order have been discussed
and quite amusedly because it is very
complex, designed to be so because it is
designed to do one thing and one thing
only and that is price milk fairly, com-
ponent by component, so that the
farmers and the consumers within an
order are treated fairly by something
that can be repetitive week after week,
month after month, year after year.

I am well aware that there will al-
ways be some of us farmers that will

feel like that we are being wronged by
our cooperative, and that is true.
Sometimes cooperative management is
like individual farm management in
which they do not make all the right
decisions; but I really question, and I
guess my opposition to this amend-
ment as to most of the amendments
today and something that we offer, as
the gentleman said, when this vote is
cast dairy farmers will know and rec-
ognize who is on their side.

Most of the dairy farmers in the re-
gion in which the gentlemen are talk-
ing have already spoken loudly and
clearly in a referendum that they pre-
fer the federal order system, works and
all, they prefer 1–B over 1–A; but the
bottom line is if farmers anywhere, any
time, in the future, are going to do
anything about price, it is going to
have to come through cooperative ef-
fort, in the traditional sense in which
cooperatives will do a better job of
working for our dairy farmers than
they currently are and in a nontradi-
tional sense in which those of cor-
porate America who have opposed parts
of this legislation today are going to
have a change of heart and to realize
that cooperative effort can also mean
them working with dairy farmers in
order to see that the efficiencies of the
marketplace will reward the producers
as it does the consumers today.

That is what this is all about. I hope
we will oppose this amendment, as we
did the previous Dooley amendment,
and we will continue in the quest of
passing 1402.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
just about basic fairness. If everyone
has to play by the same rules and the
rules are known upfront, business prac-
tices will change, and everyone will
play by the rules. The problem with
the system as it is today, we have one
set of rules for the for-profits and an-
other set of rules for co-ops. I do not
know of any other game in America,
baseball, football, pick the game,
where some of the participants play by
one set of rules and other participants
play by a different set of rules. I think
that is just unfair.

I do not care who is right or who is
wrong. What I am just simply saying is
that this is wrong, and I have to say to
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI), I
do not know how anyone can go back
to their constituents and say last year
the federal milk marketing order price
that should have been received was
$15.61 on average; but if milk was sold
to a co-op, it was only $14.89. I do not
know how that is explained. I cannot
explain that.

The same is true in Texas. I would
say to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM), last year the average Texas
milk producer should have received
$15.37; but because of a different set of
rules, they received an average of only
$14.72. That is a difference of 65 cents
per hundred-weight. Now, that may not
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seem like much to those of us here in
Washington, D.C.; but I will say if
someone is out there milking 60 cows
and getting up every day 365 days a
year, 65 cents on average over an entire
year is a lot of money, and that is the
difference.
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It gets even worse. In some parts of
the country, the difference is as much
as $1.07 per hundred-weight of milk.
Now, maybe people can go home and
explain that. Maybe we can go home
and say well, I know you are getting
less for your milk than you should be
under the milk marketing order sys-
tem, but maybe one day you will get
even, maybe one day you will get fair.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, it is
the marketplace that makes the dif-
ference between Texas and the upper
Midwest. It is the marketplace. It is
not the Federal order that does that.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, we are not talking
about the difference between Texas and
the upper Midwest. That is the big
issue. We are talking about what the
milk marketing order price is supposed
to be in Texas as opposed to what actu-
ally farmers got in their mailbox.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) made the comment, well, we
are talking about small, farmer-owned
co-ops. I just want to disabuse people
of that notion. We are talking about
very large co-ops. We are talking about
co-ops with 40,000 plus members, co-ops
that have assets of billions and billions
of dollars. So we are not talking about
small little creameries operating in the
Midwest, we are talking about big busi-
nesses, and they are not paying the
farmers the price that they are sup-
posed to.

Mr. Chairman, the co-ops today con-
trol 82 percent of all of the milk proc-
essed in America today. This is not
small business, this is big business.

This is really about fairness. It is
about truth. It is about truth in milk
marketing; and if we really believe in
the milk marketing order system, I
cannot understand why one could not
vote for this amendment to make cer-
tain that every farmer, whether one
lives in Texas or Maine or Minnesota,
whether one sells their milk to a for-
profit processor or whether one sells
their milk to a co-op, one is going to
get at least the minimum milk mar-
keting order price.

It is basic fairness. It is saying the
rules are going to be the same and that
everybody is going to play by the same
set of rules.

Mr. Chairman, I hope people will sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Just to go over the points that were
made earlier in the debate, a coopera-
tive is farmers banding together so
that they have a place in the market-
place. Farmers individually do not
have the strength that they do collec-
tively. If farmers are going to be able
to stay on their farmland and continue
to do what they are going to be doing,
all of the research shows us that we
have to encourage farmer-owned oppor-
tunities of value-added in processing
their products for a world marketplace.
And we have to encourage farmers to
band together and form cooperatives,
so that they have an opportunity very
similar to a credit union. The strength
of the cooperatives is in the individual
members.

This amendment seeks to destabilize
that relationship and allow each mem-
ber to fractionalize and go off on their
own, and they are destabilizing the co-
operative relationships and the finan-
cial soundness of that cooperative. We
want to strengthen cooperatives. They
are not forcing farmers to join them.
Farmers do not have to join them if
they do not want to join them. It only
seeks to weaken the cooperatives, and
this is the one opportunity that farm-
ers have to stay on the farm and be
able to raise their families in a quality
of life that is second to none. This is
something that farmers want to be able
to do. This amendment seeks to weak-
en that.

I would encourage the membership in
this body to vote down this amend-
ment.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 5 printed in Part B of House
report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. KIND

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 5 offered by
Mr. KIND:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. l. NATIONAL POOLING OF CLASS I RE-

CEIPTS UNDER FEDERAL MILK MAR-
KETING ORDERS.

Notwithstanding the terms of Federal milk
marketing orders issued under section 8c of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C.
608c), reenacted with amendments by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide
for the national pooling of receipts from
fluid or Class I milk.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) and
a Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am offering an
amendment that is very common sense
and straightforward. None of us here
today relishes having a debate where
we have to pit region against region in
this country, farmer against farmer,
family against family. It should not be
that way.

My amendment would establish a dif-
ferent way of approaching our national
dairy policy, recognizing that there is
going to be a need for support for small
family farmers because of the vola-
tility of the current marketplace. But
it also recognizes there is no economic
justification for a price differential
based on any location of the country,
and also based on what the milk is used
for.

So what I am proposing in my
amendment is a national pooling of the
Class 1 differentials, what farmers re-
ceive for the milk they produce for
consumption purposes. Class I differen-
tials would be pooled and then equi-
tably and fairly distributed to all of
the producers, regardless of what re-
gion of the country they happen to be
producing in. That would eliminate the
need for this regional conflict, the con-
stant struggle that we face perennially
here in this Congress, of pitting farmer
against farmer, and I think it is prob-
ably the fairest and most practical ap-
proach.

Mr. Chairman, I understand why the
system was created during the Great
Depression in 1937, to deal with milk
shortages in other regions, but now
with the interstate transportation sys-
tem and refrigerated cars, we can
transport milk across the country with
relative ease so there is no further eco-
nomic justification to continue the de-
pression-era, government-controlled
policy.

So, in an attempt to try to eliminate
this regional conflict as it exists today
and to treat all producers equitably
and fairly, I am offering this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment which would
do even further damage to farmers
across the Nation than the Option 1–B
does. It ignores one of the most impor-
tant benefits of the milk marketing
order program, and that is to ensure a
stable supply of locally produced milk.
This is an important aspect of dairy
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policy since milk is very difficult to
preserve over long periods of time, to
ship over long distances, so the idea is
to incent farmers in areas throughout
the country where there is a need for
Class I fresh fluid milk. Milk is very
bulky, very expensive to ship long dis-
tances. Shipping milk over 1,000 miles
would add approximately 30 cents a
gallon to the cost, 25 percent of the av-
erage raw milk cost.

Also, it is important to note that re-
gions of the country with the lowest
Class I milk differentials like the upper
Midwest have the highest farm milk
prices, so that while, when we look at
the price that the farmer receives
throughout the country, on paper, it
looks like the Northeast, Southeast re-
ceive higher differentials, and they do.
The actual mailbox price that the
farmer receives is highest in the Mid-
west. So this would further skew the
payment to the farmer and to the det-
riment of farmers throughout the
country.

So I would urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment, to stay with the
base bill. It is a good approach to this
issue. It has been demonstrated with
the other amendments and the other
votes we have had earlier today, there
is strong support for H.R. 1402, and I
would urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment, stay with the main bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to refer to the comments of
my colleague from New York just a few
moments ago. I agree with virtually
every point he made except the last
one, and I do want to make a slight
correction there. Let me also say at
the outset, it is unfortunate that at the
time when we really need dairy farmers
working together to find new markets,
new opportunities and more revenue,
at the very time we should be working
together, we have region pitted against
region.

I just want to point out, the gen-
tleman made mention of the fact that
the average mailbox price in the upper
Midwest is the highest in the country.
That is not exactly correct. Our aver-
age price last year in the mailbox in
the upper Midwest was $15.27. In some
areas, for example in Florida, the aver-
age mailbox price was $17.43.

So there are differences. But here is
what we are talking about, and this
gets very complicated, and I am not
sure I completely understand it. But
we have 4 different classifications for
milk. Class I milk is fluid milk that
goes into bottles or containers that is
milk for drinking. Class II is spoonable
milk. That goes into ice cream and yo-
gurt. Class III is cheese, and Class IV is
powdered milk.

Now, we talked earlier today about
why many of us think the system is un-
fair because it still is based on how far
it comes from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. I

mean we can argue about that, but
when we look at the chart, that is basi-
cally the way that the various cat-
egories come out. Worse than that, it is
also priced on what it goes into. Now,
because 85 percent of the milk we
produce in the upper Midwest ulti-
mately goes into Class III or cheese, we
get a lower price. So we are closer to
Eau Claire, Wisconsin and it goes into
cheese, so we are punished twice.

Now, we are very efficient and the de-
mand in the competition is higher in
the upper Midwest, so in terms of mail-
box we come out a little better than we
would under the milk marketing order
price system. But this is really about
saying whether one’s milk goes into
cheese or whether it goes into yogurt
or whether it goes into fluid milk, one
ought to reblend those prices nation-
wide so that everybody gets the benefit
of being next to a large market and the
fluid market.

I think this is a fair amendment. I
think it is reasonable, and I hope that
we will adopt it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, here
again, it is important that we stay fo-
cused on the bill. When we talk about
one basing point, Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, in the bill in both 1–A and 1–B,
we change that, for the reasons of
which the gentleman has accurately
expressed that it no longer is applica-
ble. That is done. That is what the Sec-
retary recommended. We are changing
the basing point to 3 in order that the
Federal order and the manner in which
it, as the gentleman has just accu-
rately described, Class I, II, III, IV
milk is priced fairly region-to-region,
with some consideration being given to
distances in order that the market sys-
tem may work fairly for each of our 50
States. That is what this is all about.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin is another what we call
a gutting amendment, because it at-
tempts to undo that. It attempts to say
that we are going to have one giant,
big order, and for those that believe
that that is the way it ought to be, I
respect that. It is a very logical feeling
from those that somehow believe that
they are being unfairly treated with
the current system.

But I would encourage the dairy
farmers in the upper Midwest to listen
carefully to their leadership, to look
carefully as to whether or not if they
should win, would they truly be better
off? I think the answer is a clear no, a
clear no. But, those who offer the
amendment believe that it is a clear
yes, and that is why we have votes on
this floor.

I remind my colleagues again, par-
ticularly those from the upper Mid-
west, your dairy farmers voted 96.1 per-
cent to accept the Federal order. Now,
many of them perhaps prefer 1–B over
1–A, and that is a perfectly logical po-

sition for some to have in that region,
given what they think they believe.
But I will submit to you that there is
very little proof anywhere that indi-
vidual dairy farmers anywhere in the
United States will do better if we vote
this system out or particularly if we
support this amendment.
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So I would encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this amendment. The base bill takes
into consideration most of what is
being discussed and desired by this
amendment, but not all. I would urge a
no vote.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN), a freshman
Member of this House and someone
who has distinguished herself as a real
champion of family farmers.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, the
Kind amendment could end the re-
gional fighting that we have endured
for too long in dairy pricing. It would
help every dairy farmer in every region
of the country equally.

The amendment is simple. It would
take all of the different prices that
dairy farmers receive for their milk,
depending on how far away they are
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin, and com-
bine those different prices into a pool.
That pool would then be divided in
equal parts and provided to each dairy
farmer who participates in milk mar-
keting orders.

Debate on this underlying bill has
been painful. Every Member is trying
to do what is right for the dairy farm-
ers that they represent. I certainly re-
spect that. We are pitted region
against region in what could be called
a dairy Civil War.

I sympathize with my colleagues
whose States have seen their dairy
farmers go out of business. My farmers
are no different. In Wisconsin, we have
lost 7,000 dairy farms in the last 6
years.

I have strong interest in assisting
those from the Northeast, those in the
South, fighting for the survival of the
family dairy farm, but this underlying
bill helps their farmers and harms
mine, and that is simply wrong. The
Kind amendment would end the unfair-
ness of the underlying bill, allowing all
dairy farmers, no matter where they
live, to benefit equally in the Federal
milk market order program.

We are the United States. We should
not be the divided States when it
comes to dairy policy. I urge support of
the Kind amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I listened closely to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM), who I had the pleasure of serv-
ing with on the Committee on Agri-
culture when he chaired the Sub-
committee on Livestock and Horti-
culture. He understands this issue as
well as anyone does.

He is right, the underlying bill does
not benefit the rest of the country at
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the expense of the upper Midwest. This
is basically a status quo bill that al-
lows each section of the country to
continue to garner the price for milk
that they are receiving.

I do not understand how we got to
this point, quite frankly. Regionalism
has always been an aspect of dairy pol-
icy, because the cost of making milk in
one part of the country is different
from the other, so we try to overlay a
Federal policy, and the same policy af-
fects everyone differently, so this re-
gionalism has always been there.

But what we have been reduced to
this time around is that we have 48
States or at least 40 States being
harmed to the benefit of two, if we do
not accept the underlying bill. It
makes no sense. It makes no sense at
all. We have been interested in perhaps
allowing compacts to be created. Thus
far we have the Northeast compact,
and no States have been allowed to
join. The Southeast would like to form
a compact, but that is not law.

We hear this cry of cartels, that they
are collaborating to fix prices and
harm the consumer. That is not true.
The idea is to keep the price down in
those areas with the consumers in-
volved making the decisions, as op-
posed to two or three or four large
processing companies setting the price
of milk in a region. The idea is to pro-
vide that there is a fresh supply of fluid
milk so that all areas of the country
can grow their own, produce their own,
and have it available on a fresh basis.

For years, for years the Northeast
and the Southeast and West and South-
west suffered under a policy that al-
lowed a small group, I refer to them as
the Green Bay cabal, a small group of
cheesemakers, to set the price. Every
year we would get or every month we
would get our farm report, and we
would have to look to see what the MW
price is to determine what the price of
milk was going to be.

I asked somebody, this MW price,
how is it created? Well, it was created
when a group of five or six cheese man-
ufacturers got together for coffee and
doughnuts in Green Bay, Wisconsin,
once a month, and set the price. How
fair is that? So the idea here is to
make sure that each area of the coun-
try has their own supply of milk. I do
not think this amendment helps it.

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port the underlying bill and reject this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I think it is
altogether appropriate that I yield 2
minutes to my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Green Bay, Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, with reference to the
cheese exchange, the interesting thing
is, guess what, we did away with the
cheese exchange, something that the
supporters of H.R. 1402 will not do. We

agree with them, that system was un-
fair. We ended it. I challenge the sup-
porters of H.R. 1402 to do the same
today, to join us in reforming this sys-
tem.

This place is locked in a time warp.
This place is using a milk marketing
order system that was created in the
era of the manual typewriter. This
place is voting on a system that ig-
nores any modern technology since
then: the interstate highway system,
refrigerated trucks, for Lords’ sakes.
Times have changed out in the market-
place, except with respect to dairy pol-
icy.

Nowhere in this country are dairy
farmers hurting more than in Wis-
consin and in Minnesota. But what we
recognize is the system that pits farm-
er against farmer, State against State,
region against region, cannot be the
answer ever to America’s challenges,
America’s problems. Those who seek to
turn back the clock to 1937 belong to
the Flat Earth Society. They fear the
marketplace. They are afraid of the
marketplace. They are afraid of com-
petition. They are afraid of breaking
down the Soviet-style pricing system.

Members are right, we did have a
cheese exchange. We ended the cheese
exchange. I would say here today that
the supporters of H.R. 1402 should do
the same thing, end this outdated sys-
tem. Let the marketplace rule. We in
Wisconsin do not fear it, we welcome
the marketplace.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I believe my amend-
ment accurately reflects the position
that the dairy farmers in the upper
Midwest have on this whole issue. They
are not looking for any special advan-
tage. They are not looking for any
competitive advantage over the rest of
the country. They certainly do not
want to visit any additional hardship
on family farms, regardless of what re-
gion they happen to be living and
working, breathing, and dying in.

But they have not heard to this day
any economic justification for main-
taining this Depression era policy
which, as this map shows, is based sole-
ly on geography and distance from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, which is a beautiful
city located in the heart of my con-
gressional district. With today’s mod-
ern transportation system, we can ship
fluid milk around the country with rel-
ative ease.

That is what this amendment is
meant to do, to end the regional fight-
ing, to end the constant struggle where
we pit farmer against farmer and fam-
ily against family in this country,
when it does not have to be that way.

We should support this amendment
and have a national pooling mechanism
in which the Class 1 differentials will
be pooled and then distributed fairly
and equally to each producer in the
country, regardless of where they hap-
pen to be living and producing the

milk. That is why I brought this
amendment forward, Mr. Chairman. I
think it really gets to the crux of the
whole debate that we have been having
here. It certainly speaks to our pro-
ducers’ position back home, where they
are not looking for an advantage any-
where, just the level playing field and
the ability to compete fairly in our
own domestic market without these ar-
tificial trade barriers prohibiting a free
flow of goods within our own border.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider amendment
No. 6 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. . MAXIMUM CLASS I MILK PRICE DIF-

FERENTIAL.
Notwithstanding the consolidation and re-

form of Federal milk marketing orders
issued under section 8c of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted
with amendments by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, effective Octo-
ber 1, 1999, the Class I milk price differential
for all Federal milk marketing orders may
not exceed $2.27 per hundredweight.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the gentleman for saying this is a sta-
tus quo bill. That is exactly right, this
is a status quo bill. I would like to
briefly explain what my amendment
seeks to accomplish.

What my amendment does, it would
simply limit the amount of disparity
between the highest and the lowest-
paid producers in this country. This
legislation would say that no producers
would be entitled to a differential of
more than $2.27 per hundred-weight
Class 1 fluid milk. This amendment
would try to restore some of the fair-
ness and equity of the USDA’s proposed
reforms. The $2.27 is a simple average
differential in the final rule proposed
by the others, which is supposed to be-
come effective October 1, 1999.

Now, while I cannot support forcing
dairy farmers in my State and nation-
wide to live with the status quo, as
H.R. 1402 would do, I believe that this
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amendment would make an inequitable
system more livable for the dairy farm-
ers of the upper Midwest.

The farmers in the State of Wis-
consin and the Midwest have lived far
too long under a system that rewards
inefficiency in low productive regions
and discourages production in regions
that are best-equipped to produce dairy
products. It is a nonsensical system
that served a purpose during the De-
pression era, when we had the horse
and buggy, but does not work in to-
day’s era, when we actually have a car.

If we are going to ask farmers in my
State and other upper Midwest States
to continue living with this antiquated
system, we have to give them some
glimmer of hope that their hard work
that went into reforming this system is
not all for naught. These dedicated in-
dividuals should not be told that the
work of the farmers in other parts of
the country matters more than the
work that they do.

Wisconsin has seen the departure of
11,000 dairy farms between 1990 and
1998. I was talking to a colleague of
mine just at the last vote who was
from New York who was complaining
that over the last 8 years that person
lost 20 dairy farmers. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, in Wisconsin we lost 20 dairy
farmers in the last 5 days. Family
farms are at stake here more than ever
in Wisconsin and Minnesota.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sends
basically a strong message. It sends the
message that farmers throughout this
country should be rewarded with rea-
sonable, equitable differentials. Cur-
rently, producers in Florida are re-
warded with the differential payments
that are twice as much as producers,
say, in Minnesota are being paid.

How can this kind of a system be jus-
tified? A farmer in, say, south Florida,
outside of Miami, is going to get twice
the differential that a farmer doing the
same job, having the same kind of
herd, is doing in Minnesota?

If we really believe that in Florida it
costs twice as much to milk a cow than
it does in Minnesota, we owe it to the
consumers of America to explain why
this Congress would support paying a
farmer in Florida twice as much to
stay in business. This makes about as
much sense as it would paying farmers
in my district four times as much as
the Florida orange growers to raise or-
anges. But we do not grow oranges in
Wisconsin because we know we have
tough winters, and it would not be a
good idea. It makes about as much
sense as paying Wisconsin farmers $3
extra per pound over the growers in
Georgia for peanuts.

Out of fairness and equity, I would
ask my colleagues to support my
amendment. It does not completely
throw out the order system, it simply
provides reasonable limits for differen-
tial payments set at the average dif-
ferential of $2.27, so there will be dif-
ferences. There will be more in some
regions, versus in others. It is just not
an incredible amount.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Does the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY) seek to claim the
time in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I do.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Alabama (Mr. RILEY)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, here we go again. We
have debated this same proposal over
and over and over again today. I do not
know that anyone is going to add any-
thing new and exciting to this debate.
But this debate literally comes down
to, last year, in the upper Midwest,
farmers got in their mailbox a price of
$15.38 cents per hundred-weight for
their milk. In Alabama, they got $15.34.
Under this proposal, we would take a 43
cent per hundred-weight reduction in
addition to a 98 cent reduction.

Mr. Chairman, if we want to tell all
of the Southeastern producers, all of
the Texas producers that we are lit-
erally going to put them out of busi-
ness, that this amendment would cause
all of the farmers in the Southeast over
the next year or so to die a very slow
and agonizing death, then it would be
much more simple just to say we are
going to produce all of the milk in the
upper Midwest and ship it all over the
country. That is essentially what this
legislation is trying to do.

I appreciate the attempt of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN) to help their dairy farmers in
their State, but they are doing it at
the expense of every other dairy farmer
in the United States.

My next-door neighbor is in the dairy
business. I cannot go home and tell
this man that we are going to reduce
his price and allow the people in the
upper Midwest to have an increase in
price even though his cost is almost 30
to 40 percent more than theirs. It
makes no sense.

I appreciate the gentlemen’s at-
tempt, but this amendment is a poison
pill. We need to concentrate again on
the base bill. This would destroy that
bill. It makes no sense to do it.

Of everything that I have dealt with
since I have been in Congress, I do not
know of a single issue where regions
are pitted against each other to the
point that we are going to tell a full re-
gion of the country that we are going
to put them out of business; and that is
essentially what this amendment does.

So I would urge all my colleagues to
concentrate on the base bill and reject
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, first, in response to the previous

speaker, he complains that Secretary
Glickman’s reform might put some
farmers out of business. Again, we have
heard it over and over again: by this
time tomorrow, five farmers in Wis-
consin will be put out of business by
the system that this legislation would
reimpose.

He says it would be a terrible thing if
one region of the Nation might produce
most of the milk. I hope he will sup-
port me in my legislation to create a
mandated government-supported citrus
industry in northern Wisconsin. After
all, we should not have citrus all com-
ing from one or two regions.

Let me boil things down here. I am
not going to tell my colleagues that
this bill or the Secretary’s reforms are
going to make a huge difference to the
dairy farmers in any region of the Na-
tion because they will not, and those
who would suggest that I think are
probably misreading this.

Our farmers are not expecting favor-
itism. They are hard working. They
have an uphill battle. They face Wis-
consin winters. They face losing foot-
ball seasons. They are a tough lot, ab-
solutely. They are not looking for fa-
voritism.

But my farmers look at this; and
they say that, if they cannot get the
very, very modest reforms that are
shown by Secretary Glickman, then
perhaps they will lose all hope. Maybe
that is why the Ag commissioner from
Minnesota, when testifying before the
Committee on Agriculture, said re-
cently that people of Minnesota have
given up hope on Congress. They have
said that they actually have considered
trying to physically relocate the city
of Eau Claire to the West Coast, be-
cause it might be easier to do than to
get a reform done here in Congress.
Well, we will see today. They may well
be right.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN), the last speaker, and again I
appreciate his concern, but 50 percent
of the dairy farmers in Alabama have
already gone broke. This will reduce
the remaining 50 percent to zero. I
think that applies all across this coun-
try in different regions.

We cannot destroy an industry to
benefit a few States. Let me give an ex-
ample of what happens. Dairy farmers
in the Southeast will lose $42 million,
States like Alabama, Georgia, Ten-
nessee, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Ar-
kansas; $23 million to the dairy farm-
ers in Texas; $22 million will be lost by
the dairy producers in North Carolina
and South Carolina; $24 million in New
York, New Jersey, and Delaware; $22
million with all of the New England
States; $16 million a year loss in Mary-
land, Virginia, and in eastern Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Chairman, this is bad policy, and
this amendment fully guts the under-
lying bill. This is not something that I
think most of the proponents of small
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farms that are throughout this country
could begin to attempt to support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
add a correction to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY). The Southeast
mailbox price is higher than the upper
Midwest mailbox price. The Southeast
mailbox price is $15.36, and the Midwest
mailbox price is $15.27. Also, with due
respect to the farmers in Alabama, we
have already lost 50 percent of our
farmers in Wisconsin. This has already
gone.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Ryan amend-
ment. This amendment would cap milk
market differentials at $2.27. That
means that the maximum that any
dairy farmer in any region of the coun-
try could receive under market orders
would be $2.27 above the basic formula
price for milk.

This amendment may not increase
the differential for the upper Midwest
dairy farmers who receive the lowest
price for their milk compared to every
other region of the country. But the
amendment would bring more fairness
to a very unfair bill.

For example, under current milk
marketing orders, dairy farmers near
Miami, Florida receive $4.18 per hun-
dred-weight of milk above the basic
formula price. In comparison, the dairy
farmers I represent in Wisconsin only
receive $1.20 per hundred-weight of
milk above the basic formula price.
That means, for every 8 gallons of
milk, my dairy farmers receive nearly
$3 less than dairy farmers near Miami,
Florida.

The Ryan amendment would make
this foolish system a little less foolish.
Instead of giving dairy farmers that
live the farthest away from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin, the most money for their
milk, the amendment would take the
average of all differing orders, milk
marketing orders, $2.27, and cap the
maximum at that. Although this would
still allow some differences in regional
milk prices, it would greatly improve a
very flawed system.

Mr. Chairman, I know that my dairy
farmers do not want to hurt other
dairy farmers in this country. But for
over 60 years they have been receiving
less for their milk than any other
farmers in the Nation. They just want
fairness, and this amendment brings us
one step closer to fairness.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN),
the other cosponsor of this amend-
ment.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, a lot of numbers are getting
tossed around here today. I have some-
thing very interesting that we just got.

These are the USDA figures just re-
leased for the month of October. This is
what they use to send out paychecks to
farmers.

What it says is the loss here, if this
goes forward, is 57 cents nationwide.
The gloom and doom that my colleague
and friend puts forward is just not
borne out by the numbers. Again,
changes that we are pushing for are ex-
tremely modest. H.R. 1402, contrary to
what it said, we will lose. Farmers ev-
erywhere will lose.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, how much
time do we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY) has 51⁄2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, just in response to the
last two speakers, in 1998, Chicago had
a mailbox price of $15.38 cents. Ala-
bama had $15.34. Under option 1–B, Ala-
bama would be reduced by 38 cents.
Chicago’s mailbox prices would go up
by 60 cents. That is 98 cents per hun-
dred-weight.

Now, if that is not disproportionate, I
do not know what would be. Under this
amendment, we would take another
further reduction of 43 cents per hun-
dred-weight.

There has been testimony brought
forward time and time again today
about the efficiencies of the upper Mid-
west. I agree. They do produce milk
much cheaper than we can in the
Southeast. But it makes absolutely no
sense when one looks at it logically for
a national program, this is not to re-
move the program, this is to adjust the
program, that we are going to take the
high-cost areas and reduce their price
to increase the price in low-cost pro-
duction areas.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief
since I have 1 minute. The States that
will not be affected by this amendment
which fall at or below the $2.27 dif-
ferential are California, Colorado,
Iowa, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas,
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis-
souri, Montana, North Dakota, Ne-
braska, New Mexico, Nevada, much of
New York, Ohio, Oregon, much of
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington, Wisconsin, West Virginia,
and Wyoming.

Now, the point is this, Mr. Chairman:
what this amendment seeks to do is get
a little bit of fairness in the system. If
H.R. 1402 is going to pass, it will per-
petuate the status quo, a system based
on horse-and-buggy 1937 economics. We
are simply saying let us at least put a
little limit on the damage because one
lives far away from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, one is going to get a higher
price. One is still going to get a higher

price the farther away from Wisconsin
under my amendment; it is just going
to cap it at the national average of the
differential.

The USDA said the national average
under the USDA’s plan will be $2.27.
That is what this amendment seeks to
achieve. Differences will still exist;
they just will be limited.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM), the ranking member
on the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, in
understandable efforts to simplify a
complex issue, many continue to char-
acterize Option 1–B, the option chosen
by the Department, as reform and Op-
tion 1–A as the status quo. This charac-
terization is simply incorrect. Option
1–A is not the status quo.

For many years, it was the goal of
the upper Midwest dairy organizations
to encourage a consolidation of milk
marketing orders, so much so that the
farm bills requirements for consolida-
tion was that region’s main accom-
plishment in the dairy section of that
bill.

Option 1–A would accomplish that
goal to the same degree as Option 1–B.
Under the old rhetoric, then, even with
Option 1–A, the final decision would be
a significant accomplishment.

But apparently the debate has shift-
ed, and we are faced with a new meas-
ure of success. It was a goal of the
upper Midwest to bring an end to the
accepted notion that each orders Class
I differential is related to its distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

Option 1–A recognizes three surplus
zones as the basis for determining
Class I prices. In Texas, this result
itself means a significant lowering of
the differential and, therefore, prices
received by producers. Option 1–A will
reduce income from Texas producers as
well as producers in many other parts
of the Nation.
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So, again, under the old rhetoric and
the old standards of success for the
upper Midwest, Option 1–A represents a
significant victory and a change from
the status quo.

Now, the gentleman from Alabama is
totally correct. The intent of this
amendment is, for some reason, the
folks in the upper Midwest continue to
believe that it will help them to take
away something from producers in the
South or other regions of the country.
I do not understand the logic of that
because it will not work that way.
Even if they should be successful, the
marketplace will not allow that to hap-
pen.

So I would encourage our colleagues
to vote down this amendment, another
amendment, well-intentioned, and the
representatives from the upper Mid-
west are doing an excellent job of rep-
resenting that particular interest. The
rest of the dairy industry in the whole
United States happens to differ and dis-
agree with them, but that is what this
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floor is for. That is what we are here
for. That is what the Committee on Ag-
riculture did, we debated this amend-
ment and we defeated it overwhelm-
ingly in the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, here is some fresh data we have
from the USDA. Looking at the entire
country, on average, if the USDA re-
forms go through, comparing the
USDA reforms to the current status
quo, they gain 57 cents, so the country,
on average, not just the upper Midwest.

Mr. STENHOLM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would ask the
gentleman who gains?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Almost all
regions in this country gain. On aver-
age, in this country, according to the
fresh data we just got 15 minutes ago,
we gain as a Nation.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I do not know how much more can be
said in this debate that has not already
been said, but let me just close by say-
ing we have farmers who have invested
a lifetime of work that are struggling
every day throughout this country just
to keep their heads above water. If we
are going to do anything that will push
their heads under and hold them under,
this amendment will do it.

This body has already spoken today
and said that we want to go back to
Option 1–A. I think that is a clear man-
date of this Congress. This amendment
would gut that. This is a poison pill
amendment, and I would encourage all
of my colleagues to vote against it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 7 printed in Part B of House
Report 106–324.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 7 offered by Mr.
MANZULLO:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. ll. CONDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF

ACT.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE; ROLE OF UNITED

STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—This Act
and the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act, except that the Secretary of Agri-
culture may not carry out this Act or imple-

ment any amendment made by this Act un-
less and until the United States Trade Rep-
resentative notifies the Secretary that this
Act and the amendments made by this Act
present no risk of interference with any
international trade negotiation to which the
United States is currently a party or with
the achievement of the trade policy objec-
tives of the United States.

(b) CONTINUING ASSESSMENT OF EFFECT ON
TRADE.—If this Act and the amendments
made by this Act are implemented as pro-
vided in subsection (a), the United States
Trade Representative shall periodically as-
sess the effect of the implementation of this
Act and the amendments made by this Act
on international trade negotiations to which
the United States is a party and the trade
policy objectives of the United States.

(c) TERMINATION.—If, as a result of an as-
sessment under subsection (b), the United
States Trade Representative determines that
this Act or any amendment made by this Act
presents a risk of interference with any
international trade negotiation to which the
United States is a party or with the achieve-
ment of the trade policy objectives of the
United States, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall notify the Secretary of Ag-
riculture of the determination. Upon receipt
of the notification, the Secretary shall cease
to carry out this Act and amendments made
by this Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, we have filed an
amendment to this bill for the purpose
of trying to infuse the free trade sys-
tem into this incredible archaic system
of dairy marketing orders. The Man-
zullo-Dooley amendment has as its
goal that when we leave the House of
Representatives and the bill passes the
Senate and is signed by the President
that the USTR, the United States
Trade Representative, would have the
ability to review the language and pass
upon whether or not it complies with
our ability to compete internationally
and meet the requirements of Nunn
subsidies and the relief thereof in the
WTO.

This is important. It is extremely im-
portant for the following reasons. We
cannot have it both ways. Either we
support free trade for our farmers or
we do not. Every agricultural interest
group has come to my office saying
that they want to thank me for my
votes on free trade. And it is extremely
important in the new rounds that are
coming up in Seattle that when we are
there as a representative of Congress,
which I will be, along with several
other Members from this body and the
other body, that we are going to be
pressing the issue of making sure that
overseas subsidies and Nunn tariff bar-
riers are taken away so that our farm-
ers can be on a more even playing field
and, thus, be more able to export our
agricultural commodities.

Illinois exports about 47 percent of
its agricultural commodities. The en-

tire farming industry nationwide is in
trouble; and one of the ways to bring it
out of this incredible recession, if not
depression, is to bust open the foreign
markets to make it easier for us to sell
the fruit of the labor of the American
farmer overseas.

It is amazing. The American Farm
Bureau Federation says technical trade
barriers hold up $5 billion worth of U.S.
commodity sales to 63 countries. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that free farm trade would mean
about 25 to 30 percent higher com-
modity prices for U.S. farmers and
ranchers, and some speculate it could
go as high as 50 percent. Yet I see
where the American Farm Bureau is
part of a coalition opposing the Man-
zullo-Dooley amendment which would
ensure free trade for our farmers.

That is what this amendment is
about. It is very simple.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COMBEST) claim the time in opposition?

Mr. COMBEST. I rise to claim the
time in opposition, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
would like to join those many others
who thanked the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO) for his votes on
free trade, however, I do rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Manzullo amendment would pre-
vent the Secretary of Agriculture from
carrying out the provisions of H.R. 1402
and thereby the United States dairy
policy once it was approved by Con-
gress and signed into law. The amend-
ment says that the Secretary of Agri-
culture may not implement the law
passed by Congress unless the U.S.
Trade Representative says that this
law does not present a risk of inter-
ference with international trade agree-
ments or trade policy objectives of the
United States. If this amendment is
adopted, the House of Representatives
will be allowing the USTR to set U.S.
dairy policy.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) sets no
time frame for consideration by the
USTR, which could delay indefinitely
its determination of the dairy policy
compliance with trade agreements. The
USTR evaluation of H.R. 1402 could
take years, and U.S. dairy farmers will
suffer while other countries continue
their subsidies unchecked.

Additionally, the Manzullo amend-
ment requires the USTR to evaluate
U.S. dairy policy to determine whether
there is a risk of interference with
international trade agreements or with
the trade policy objectives of the
United States which has no force of
law. The risk that should be evaluated
is whether the European Union or the
Canadian dairy policy is in accord with
international trade rules.

Right now, the European Union
spends over $40 billion in domestic sup-
port to subsidize its farmers. That is
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eight times as much as is spent by the
United States for its farmers. On top of
that, the European Union spends $8 bil-
lion on export subsidies, keeping the
U.S. agriculture out of many markets
around the world. And that is a rep-
resentation that is 16 times as much as
is spent by the United States on export
subsidies.

I would urge Members to oppose the
Manzullo amendment. The Congress
should determine dairy policy with the
concurrence of the President. Un-
checked bureaucrats should not deter-
mine what U.S. dairy policy is.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
me this time.

This amendment points to, I think, a
broader question, and I ask this ques-
tion only somewhat seriously. Do not
Members of this institution feel at
least a little hypocritical here today?
At the very time that we are urging,
no, insisting that nations around the
world open up their economies and tear
down trade barriers, at the very time
we do that, we seek to reimpose and re-
inforce those very trade barriers be-
tween the States in this country.

We are holding press conferences,
special orders, we are even holding
strikes when nations try to do pre-
cisely what 1402 seeks to do. We send
trade missions all around the world.
We send representatives from the IMF,
from the World Bank, all over as mis-
sionaries of trade and capitalism, yet
in this House we practice a very dif-
ferent religion. Maybe we should put
together a letter directing the U.S.
Trade Representative to come back
home, to come to Congress, the flat
Earth society, to come back here and
try to preach the gospel of capitalism
and trade.

Some time ago, I reluctantly voted
for NTR for China. I was very reluc-
tant; had some misgivings about it.
But I voted for it, because I believed at
the very time that we are trying to tell
our farmers to move to market-based,
to management-style policies that we
cannot deny them potentially the larg-
est market in the world. Yet, I am
ashamed to say that today a majority
is going to go one step further and
close off some markets here at home.
Today, much of the logic behind NTR
comes crashing down as far as I am
concerned.

Let me plead with my colleagues
from around the Nation. Do not be
afraid to compete. Do not be afraid to
compete with the dairy farmers of the
upper Midwest or anywhere. Do not be
afraid to compete. Do not reerect trade
barriers because of the large co-ops and
trade organizations. Do not.

This is a defining moment. We are ei-
ther going to be a pro-trade Congress
or we are not. Up to now, I thought we
were a pro-trade Congress. I was wrong.

At least I believe that I will be shown
wrong later on today.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO), the subcommittee
chairman.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in opposition to this
amendment.

I believe that it does what the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
wants it to in terms of the way it is
drafted, but I believe it does a whole
lot more than quite simply making
this abide by current international
trade agreements.

If we read the actual amendment, it
says the U.S. Trade Representative has
to notify the Secretary that the act
and amendments made by the act
present no risk of interference with
any international trade negotiation to
which the United States is current a
party or the achievement of trade pol-
icy objectives.

So not only do we have to agree with
international agreements but any
trade negotiation that we are currently
negotiating with anyone or that we
achieve someone’s trade policy objec-
tives. And the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s office has the ability to look at
this and decide whether or not it meets
these, what I believe are very fuzzy
goals, and has the ability to stop this
legislation from being implemented.

Now, we have already, as a Congress,
many times, abdicated our responsi-
bility when it comes to trade agree-
ments, but this goes even one step fur-
ther than that. We are now going to ab-
dicate our responsibility in terms of
dairy policy. We are now going to give
that to the U.S. Trade Representative.

And I would like to ask the sponsor
of the amendment or either of the
sponsors of the amendment a question.
If the United States Trade Representa-
tive’s office decides this is somehow
not with the achievement of the trade
policy objectives of the United States,
and this does not become law, what
then becomes the law in terms of dairy
policy in this country? Do we go back
to the 1937 generic act, do we go back
to the 1995 act, or do we go back to the
1985 act?

Exactly what becomes law in this
country if the new secretary of agri-
culture at the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s office decides that this does not
meet somebody’s objectives?

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. It would be 1–A
modified that would go into effect on
October.

Mr. POMBO. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I would have to say that
I believe the gentleman is inaccurate
to say it would be 1–A modified. Be-
cause after this has passed and become
the law, what the gentleman is doing is
going back to whatever was the law un-
derneath the generic law.

I believe what this legislation would
do, if the U.S. Trade Representative de-
cided that we were not achieving some-
body’s trade policy objectives, that we
would then go back to the 1937 act as
the generic act. I do not think, in fact,
I know there is no one in this place
that can explain what the 1937 act is
because nobody can explain what the
1996 act is.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, If
the gentleman will continue to yield,
what we can explain is the fact that we
have regional socialism that is destroy-
ing the American dairy industry, and
that is exactly what this amendment is
about.

Mr. POMBO. I will not debate the
gentleman on the merits of the current
dairy policy in this country.

Mr. MANZULLO. But that is exactly
why we are here.
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I believe that the current policy is
wrong. I believe the current policy is
not good policy. And it was not my
bill. It was not the bill of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. It was a cre-
ation of a lot of the people that are
pushing this stuff right now.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY), the cosponsor
of this amendment.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. I do so because, as a farm-
er and as a Member of Congress, and
certainly as a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, when I look to
the future and where the market op-
portunities for U.S. agriculture are,
they are certainly outside our borders.
I mean, it is no secret that when we
start looking at world demographics,
the world’s population, that we only
have 4 percent of it which lives within
the United States. Ninety-six percent
of the consumers live outside of our
borders.

So it has been appropriate that this
administration and past administra-
tions have been diligent in trying to
expand our opportunities to access
those markets. But if we are going to
make that one of our highest prior-
ities, it is also very important that we
have our domestic agriculture pro-
grams be consistent with achieving
that outcome.

I mean, already today we have over a
third of our acreage which is devoted
to the production of commodities
which are exported, and that is going
to increase. When we look at the poten-
tial opportunity in the developing
countries and others, over 50 cents of
every dollar in every developing coun-
try, every 50 cents of every dollar in-
crease in per capita income goes to the
purchase of food stuffs.

That is the opportunity for U.S.
dairy farmers, for U.S. cotton farmers,
grain and wheat also. So it is impor-
tant for us when we pass any type of
policy that pertains to our domestic
agricultural policy that it in fact be



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8509September 22, 1999
consistent with the trade agreements
that we have entered into and have ne-
gotiated.

The objective of the Manzullo-Dooley
amendment is very simple. It is to en-
sure that USTR has the opportunity to
review it, to ensure that it does in fact
maintain a consistency with the trade
agreements that we have already nego-
tiated.

I would say in terms of the trade ob-
jectives that our trade objectives are
to reduce domestic interference and
markets, whether they be with our
trading partners or internally. We
think that is important. Because if we
are going to try to make our good-faith
arguments in a consistent manner
when we are bringing issues in front of
the WTO and other trade dispute pan-
els, resolution panels, we have to make
sure that we are on the moral high
ground too.

If we are in fact putting forth a dairy
program that is in fact interfering or is
inconsistent with trying to move in a
more market-oriented direction that is
ensuring that there is not undue Gov-
ernment interference in the market-
place, we are in fact being inconsistent
with the same policies that we are try-
ing to advocate and trying to see im-
plemented internationally.

This measure I think is an important
amendment. It is one which I think can
just provide an additional level of over-
sight to ensure that we are advancing
policies in Congress that are consistent
with our overall international trade
objectives and ensuring, too, that our
domestic policies are going to ensure
that we are rewarding those dairy fam-
ilies and farming families that have
the relative advantage in our country
to produce the highest quality product
at the least cost.

I urge support of this amendment.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and I join in the chairman’s
opposition to this amendment.

It is interesting that we have those
who support free trade who stand here
and say we are for free trade and fair
trade but also who consistently fight
that Congress might have a determina-
tion over whether or not our policy
mixes or matches with what other
countries are doing suddenly come
with an amendment that says that the
ultimate judge of this will be the U.S.
Trade Representative. I find that very
interesting.

But my opposition to the amendment
stems from the practical side of the ar-
gument that they make. If in fact we
are somehow calling this bill that we
have today an anti-trade agreement, it
would have already been discussed in
the House Committee on Agriculture.
Because, to the best of our ability, we
bring no legislation to this floor that is
not consistent with laws which we sup-
port. Because just as the chairman of
the subcommittee, myself, the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY),
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO) support free trade, that is
not the argument today.

The argument on this amendment
and why it ought to be opposed is who
are we going to allow to make that de-
termination. If we in fact were con-
cerned about the spirit of this amend-
ment, what we ought to have done is
pass Fast Track so we could be negoti-
ating in Seattle in a few weeks because
this House has chosen not to do that,
not the President, not the Senate. This
House has voted we do not want to ne-
gotiate.

Now, my feelings are very, very
strong on trade. I would like to see
freer and fairer trade. I want to see it
negotiated at Seattle. I want to be part
of it. We will be part of it. Under the
chairman’s leadership, the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture will be part of it.
And we in fact will see that whatever is
negotiated that we conform to it. But
we are going to do it a little differently
this time I hope.

I hope that at this time that instead
of us waiting to see or negotiating first
and then adjusting to it that we do it
a little bit differently; that whatever is
negotiated this time, I hope we will
conform our legislation to the spirit of
that so that our producers, in this case
our dairy producers, will have our Gov-
ernment standing shoulder to shoulder
with them.

To those that make the argument
that somehow this bill is anti-free
trade or hypocritical, have they taken
a look at the Canadian dairy system,
their neighbors just to the north, and
see what they do, and then suggest
that what we are doing today is anti-
free trade? They are aiming their guns
at the wrong target.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the
United States filed a complaint and a
panel was installed on the Canadian
dairy system, and we won that round.
It is being appealed by Canada right
now.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is my point.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would further yield,
that is the whole point. We have got
something just as ridiculous and we are
suing the Canadians because of theirs.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I beg to differ with
the assessment of the gentleman of the
bill that we have in this country.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to engage the ranking
member for a moment, if I might.

Is it not true that in all other agri-
cultural policy in regards to what is
compliant or noncompliant with U.S.
and international trade rules that the
Department of Agriculture makes the
ruling on those?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, that
is certainly my understanding, and
that is the way in which I believe this
body would have wanted us to progress.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting here
that we are talking about the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture having au-
thority over trade and their wanting to
keep that, but the ones making the ar-
gument are the same ones that are say-
ing the U.S. Department of Agriculture
should not have the ability to pass 1–a
modified and let the farmers choose for
themselves.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to do
something that is fairly rare here on
the House floor, and that is read a pas-
sage of the U.S. Constitution.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO) in his amendment is
raising a very, very valid point. Let us
go back to the Constitution. Everybody
who is here in this body swore an oath
to protect the Constitution.

So in Article I, section 9, ‘‘No tax or
duty shall be laid on articles exported
from any State. No preference shall be
given by any regulation of commerce
or revenue to the ports of one State
over those of another. Nor shall vessels
bound to or from one State be obliged
to enter, clear, or pay duties in an-
other.’’

The point is this: this is unconstitu-
tional. We are already setting up pro-
tectionist barriers within this country
based on this antiquated dairy system.

Now, the question about export,
world trade with other countries, is a
very, very valid question. But that
goes to the heart of the issue, which is,
we are already doing things that seem
extraordinarily contrary to the Con-
stitution that we are here to uphold.

Now, I know I am a new Member, and
I know it is very novel that we bring
this to the floor, but the point is this:
what we are already doing is, in many
people’s opinion, including my own, is
unconstitutional. What we are doing is
violating the very principles we try to
export to other countries.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, let
us assume for a moment the gentleman
is correct. I am not a constitutional
lawyer myself, but I will assume for a
moment that he is correct.

Would it not be the proper forum to
determine that at the Supreme Court
and not the United States Trade Rep-
resentative?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, that is a very, very good ques-
tion.

In my opinion, I think Members of
Congress, who swear to uphold the Con-
stitution, should do that as well. We
should debate the constitutionality of
the bill as we try to propose so we do
not logjam the courts heaping the re-
sponsibility over there. We should be
the first check on the Constitution
here in the legislative branch of the
Government.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, would
the Chair inform the Members as to the
amount of time remaining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) has 81⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 111⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment and certainly in sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

I come from Arkansas. We have a
rich dairy tradition in northwest Ar-
kansas. I have heard from my dairy
farmers, and they need help; they need
assistance. This is designed to give
some relief and a flow of milk for our
consumers in the United States.

But the amendment that is being of-
fered I think does raise a serious con-
stitutional question, and I appreciate
my good friend from Wisconsin reading
from the Constitution. I think he
should be here frequently and reading
from the Constitution. But one thing I
hear from my constituents is that this
body assigns too much authority to
other agencies of Government.

What this amendment does is it dele-
gates the United States Trade Rep-
resentative and gives so much author-
ity and power to that body to override,
in essence, what we believe is impor-
tant in setting policy for our dairy
farmers and this industry.

So I think that this takes us in to-
tally the wrong direction. We look at
the issue of trade, and I believe we need
to expand trade and do everything that
we can to move in that direction. But
as the gentleman from Texas was dis-
cussing, other countries always have
some type of program to help their ag-
ricultural community or some dif-
ferent industry that they are con-
cerned about. And our responsibility
overall is to make sure that our sup-
port system is at a minimum that does
not interfere substantially with our
trade.

What we are doing is we will be sin-
gling out the dairy farmer and telling
the United States Trade Representa-
tive that they have got to watch this
particular element, they have got to
watch our dairy farmers, they have got
to watch the flow of milk here, and it

puts us in a weak position in negoti-
ating trade agreements with our other
countries.

I do not believe that this in any way
would undermine our trade policy of
the United States, but it would under-
mine our negotiating position. And
there is a huge distinction there.

So I fully support the bill. I would
ask my colleagues to oppose the
amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE),
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Trade of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

(Mr. CRANE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO), my friend and my next-door
neighbor, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY).

A little more than 2 months from
now, the U.S. will host a ministerial
meeting of the World Trade Organiza-
tion, the first of its kind to be held in
this country.

A primary goal for American farmers
is the successful launch of a new round
of multilateral trade negotiations at
this important meeting. The United
States possesses the most efficient and
competitive agriculture sector in the
world. Agricultural goods accounted
for $88 billion in total two-way trade
during 1998, up 14 percent from 1993.
U.S. agricultural exports alone stood
at about $52 billion in 1998.

Because domestic food consumption
is projected to remain relatively sta-
ble, the further elimination of trade
barriers and development of new export
opportunities is essential to the eco-
nomic health of American farmers.

United States objectives for the next
round of trade negotiations are to abol-
ish export subsidies, phase out tariffs,
and reform and eliminate domestic
support programs.

It is never easy to achieve liberaliza-
tion of agricultural trade because
farming is the most sensitive and po-
litically powerful sector in almost
every country. But this difficult objec-
tive becomes impossible if the United
States, the avowed champion of open
trade and agriculture, takes additional
steps to distort markets and increase
protection for our own favored com-
modities.
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H.R. 1402 increases market-distorting
subsidies, penalizes consumers, and in-
vites our trading partners to take simi-
lar steps. H.R. 1402 enables the Euro-
pean Union to justify and maintain its
protectionist agricultural policies
which represent the single largest im-
pediment to expanded agricultural
trade worldwide.

The Manzullo-Dooley amendment re-
quires USTR to assess whether imple-
mentation of H.R. 1402 would under-
mine the trade negotiating objectives
of the United States. Implementation
of the bill’s market-distorting sub-
sidies, Mr. Chairman, would end if
USTR made an affirmative finding.

Mr. Chairman, as the important WTO
meeting in Seattle approaches, it is
completely counterproductive to U.S.
negotiating objectives to pass legisla-
tion like H.R. 1402. The United States
must stand foursquare for free market
reforms and for free trade policy, a pol-
icy rather that benefits our farmers,
processors and our consumers. We must
continue to provide the international
leadership for free markets that has
traditionally come from America.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a yes vote on
the Manzullo-Dooley amendment, and I
urge a no vote on H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) a
moment ago, speaking of the constitu-
tional authority, I am sure has forgot-
ten that the rules of the House deter-
mine that every committee that brings
a bill to the floor of the House must de-
termine that the act is constitutional
before it is eligible under the rules to
come to the floor of the House, and on
page 16 of the report the committee,
the Committee on Agriculture, finds
the constitutional authority for this
legislation in Article I, clause 8, sec-
tion 18, that grants Congress the power
to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested by
Congress.

So we have made that determination
in the committee bringing the bill to
our colleagues so they can feel a little
better about their concerns.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and to add on to the gen-
tleman from Texas’ explanation for the
constitutional provision which allows
the U.S. Congress to do what we are
doing now, which is basically a more
equitable distribution of the funds, not
an inequitable distribution of the
funds, and I will quote from Oliver
Wendell Holmes. I was going to make
this comment to the gentleman from
Wisconsin who originally brought up
the idea of the Constitution. Oliver
Wendell Holmes, chief justice, said
that the Constitution was made for
people with fundamentally differing
views. And what we see here today is a
reflection of people on this House floor
with fundamentally differing views.
And at this particular point, my col-
league with whom I have great respect,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO), I would oppose his amendment.

We talked about free and open mar-
kets. We need to have access to foreign
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markets. Well, in the state of the world
today, especially when we consider the
agricultural community in the United
States, who are we going to sell our ag-
ricultural products to in the near
term?

Is it going to be Russia? I do not
think so.

Is it going to be China? I do not think
so.

Is it going to be Japan? So our mar-
kets right now with the international
situation are somewhat restricted.

Can the agricultural community in
the United States wait until the Rus-
sian economy improves, or China opens
its markets, or Japan opens its mar-
kets, or Canada opens its markets? I do
not think so. We are talking about a
free market system.

What I would like to remind my col-
leagues who are in favor of this par-
ticular amendment is, Mr. Chairman,
that if they look at General Motors,
they operate whether it rains or wheth-
er it does not rain. They can operate in
a free, open-market economy without
much interference from anybody. They
do not have to worry about floods; they
do not worry about droughts; they do
not worry about disease; they do not
worry about insect infestation. But the
U.S. agricultural community worries
about all of those things every single
day of the year, and the U.S. agri-
culture industry operates on a very
slim weather margin.

So I would ask my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Illinois for yielding this
time to me.

Let us come back to the spirit in
which this amendment is offered, and
that is to highlight the trade implica-
tions that this amendment is meant to
address, and there are many.

If our dairy farmers, farmers gen-
erally across the country, are to sur-
vive in the future, it is going to depend
in large part on the ability to export
products beyond our borders. Agri-
culture already is our number one ex-
port industry. We have an opportunity
south of our border to take advantage,
if we position ourselves correctly, of an
emerging dairy market. That has
proved more and more difficult because
of policies of outside nations, espe-
cially the European Union. If anyone
today is under the illusion that what
we do on 1402 does not have an effect on
our trade policy in the agricultural
sector, Mr. Chairman, they do not un-
derstand how other countries are view-
ing what we are doing here today.

Last December, I had an opportunity
along with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY), Senator PAT ROB-
ERTS, a few other representatives, to go
over to Brussels and speak with mem-
bers of the European Commission and
European Parliament in regards to the
reforms that they are looking at over
their common agricultural policy. I

raised the issue that in the European
Union they have some of the highest
state-subsidized dairy policies in the
world, and they have a competitive ad-
vantage over us because of that high
state subsidy. They turned to me and
said: ‘‘Listen. Until you are able to get
your own house in order, who are you
to come over here and lecture to us
about lowering trade barriers and mov-
ing to a more free trade market sys-
tem?’’

That is what is at stake here.
We have another round of WTO dis-

cussions coming up this fall. If we are
incapable of tearing down trade bar-
riers that exist domestically over in
the dairy policy, it is going to be very
difficult for our trade representatives
to have the moral authority and the
credibility to engage in those WTO
talks to convince other countries to
move to a more free trade market sys-
tem around the globe and give our
farmers the opportunity to compete
fairly and effectively.

That ultimately is going to deter-
mine the success or the failure of our
family farmers.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, we all are interested in ensuring
that the agriculture industry grows
and becomes healthy. But granting
veto authority to our trade representa-
tive in domestic policy issues is a ter-
rible precedent that relinquishes our
congressional role in oversight of trade
agreements.

This amendment would essentially
put our dairy programs on the trading
block. That is not good for our family
farmers. That cannot be good for our
family farmers.

As my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) pointed out, we always should
question the wisdom of delegating veto
authority to Federal agencies. That is
what we are elected to do here. Agri-
culture has been compromised too
many times already by our trade rep-
resentatives, and all agricultural sec-
tors have been effected by the short-
comings of those agreements.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
what is another amendment intended
to bust 1402, a strong bipartisan meas-
ure.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

This amendment is leading by exam-
ple.

Now right now dairy products, the
amount that we export into inter-
national markets of dairy products,
represents about only 2 percent of the
dairy product we produce. So it is not
a big item, Mr. Chairman, but it is an
example.

Now go to soybeans, for example, and
one out of every two rows of soybeans
grown in the State of Minnesota ulti-
mately winds up in export markets.

As my colleagues know, the funda-
mental fact about agriculture in Amer-
ica today is that we cannot eat all that
we can grow. If we do not have export
markets, do my colleagues know what
happens? Prices drop like a rock. The
biggest reason that we have a farm cri-
sis in America today is that we have
lost $11 billion worth of exports. That
is $11 billion that has come right out of
the pockets of our farmers whether
they produce milk or whether they
produce pigs or whether they just grow
corn or beans, whatever they grow. We
have to export if we are going to have
a strong agricultural economy.

Now several years ago, the Reverend
Jesse Jackson said something that I
think is very important, and it really
underscores what the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) just said. He said,
‘‘If you want to change the world, you
got to first change your neighborhood,
and if you can’t change your neighbor-
hood, at least be a good example.’’

This is an amendment about being a
good example. If we are going to lead
the world in exports, if we are going to
get back that $11 billion of lost export
markets, at least let us be a good ex-
ample.

This is an important amendment, Mr.
Chairman. I hope my colleagues will
join me in supporting it.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

The more I listen, the less I learn.
There are things being said here on the
floor today with respect to this amend-
ment that I think draws two conclu-
sions:

Number one, that somehow a Federal
order system for milk is an improper
and illegal restraint of trade. In fact,
my colleagues, Mr. Chairman, that is
an issue that has been well adju-
dicated. It was an issue that was exten-
sively discussed during the last trade
negotiations under GATT. It was an
issue that was determined in the trade
negotiations under GATT that Federal
orders have no effect on trade. So, Mr.
Chairman, that is not the core issue
here.

The second assumption or the second
claim that is being made is that some-
thing in H.R. 1402 or something in the
current law and current dairy policy
restricts any farmer from exporting in
America today. That is totally false. It
is totally incorrect. If my friends in
Wisconsin want to export, go ahead,
they can do that. The current world
price for milk is about $9 a hundred-
weight. I do not think many farmers in
America, be they in Wisconsin or any
other part of the country, would want
to export into that kind of market be-
cause it would be unaffordable, it
would cause even wider bankruptcies.
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What we have here is a difference of

not what should be done, but who
should benefit. Every single Member
who is in support of this amendment
today voted earlier to try to impose
and to keep a system that preserves
the market order structure. What it
does not do in their mind is direct
enough money to them.

So I think we have to keep reality in
focus here, Mr. Chairman. We need to
explore trade opportunities. There is
nothing in H.R. 1402 that would pro-
hibit that. There is nothing in the Fed-
eral order system that in any way pre-
cludes that. It is common sense; it is
constitutional; and it is something
that has been discussed time and time
again.

So when we go to the floor and vote
on this amendment, I hope we keep re-
ality in mind because it is rather im-
portant.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

As my colleagues know, it is really
interesting, the statement was just
made by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MCHUGH) that nothing is to stop
the people in the Midwest from export-
ing. Well, it is interesting because, if
the dairy farmers try to export their
product to the northeast dairy com-
pact, they have to pay a special tax on
it. I cannot think of anything that is
more trade distorting than that. And
let me finish, and, if I have time, I will
be glad to yield on that, but that is
what this is about.

This is about regionalism in this
country. It is also about fairness. It is
also about the ability of this body to
come together and to come up with a
fair solution, and we had something
several years ago when nobody could
determine in this body how to close
down the military bases, so the Mili-
tary Base Commission was established
in order to do the right thing for Amer-
ica. The Members of Congress said let
us appoint somebody, an independent
panel, to do an evaluation as to deter-
mine exactly what is the best thing to
do, and that is exactly how that com-
mission works.

Well, Mr. Chairman, in the Freedom
to Farm Act that took place in this
body several years ago, this body voted
to allow the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to come up with a solution to
the socialism that has been going on in
this country since 1937, and they did.
They came up with a final rule, and the
very people who embodied the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture now say:

‘‘Whoa, we don’t like the solution
that we gave you the authority to
come up with; so now therefore we’re
going to come back into this body
again and impose regional socialism on
this country.’’

Mr. Chairman, that is outrageous. It
is outrageous for farmers from one part
of this country to send their products
to another part of this country and end

up paying the equivalent of a tariff or
a duty. It is outrageous when farmers
in this country, based upon their geo-
graphic location to Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, that determines the price they
get for their milk. That is pure insan-
ity. That does not make sense, Mr.
Chairman. There is not anything, any-
thing in the laws of this country, that
give any justification to having that
type of a system.

Mr. Chairman, our amendment sim-
ply tries to make this unfair system a
little bit more fairer under the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, my
friend, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO), number one, he will
be delighted to hear, and apparently he
was not on the floor earlier when I
noted that H.R. 1402, as the modified
one, B, also does, no longer uses Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, as its basing point in
determining class I differentials; so, we
have taken care of that for him.

Number two, New York is not part of
the northeast dairy compact, but the
gentleman’s statement that farmers
have to pay a tax is absolutely incor-
rect. Any farmer can ship into the
northeast, as my farmers do. What it
does require, that farmer receives the
same equitable prices as every other
member.
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
a few points, if I could, about trade pol-
icy since the trade policy and sub-
sidization of our domestic producers
and domestic producers in other coun-
tries has been brought up.

All of the subsidies, supports or
whatever we may call them, fit within
the trade laws. There is a process by
which if that is questioned that can be
adjudicated; but I would just say and
remind people what I said in my open-
ing statement, the European Union
spends eight times as much in domestic
support for their farmers as the United
States does. It spends 16 times as much
in export subsidies as does the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, our farmers can com-
pete with any farmers in the world, but
our farmers should not be forced to
compete with other governments. I will
be with my friend from Wisconsin and
others when we begin to lead the fight
worldwide to reduce subsidization and
supports; but the idea that we should
set an example and unilaterally disarm
the American farmer, I think, is a ludi-
crous statement.

I will be with everyone else when we
do this worldwide, but I will be the last
to suggest that we start it in this coun-
try when all other countries are still
doing it at many levels above what we
are doing it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO) will be postponed.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order:

Amendment No. 4, printed in part B,
offered by Mr. GUTKNECHT of Min-
nesota; Amendment No. 6, printed in
part B, offered by Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin; and Amendment No. 7, printed
in part B, offered by Mr. MANZULLO of
Illinois.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 4 of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 112, noes 313,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 432]

AYES—112

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Conyers
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon
Dooley
Dreier
Ehlers
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)

Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Rogan
Rohrabacher
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Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky

Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Smith (WA)
Souder
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo

Terry
Thune
Tierney
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—313

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson

Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
King (NY)
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp

Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Diaz-Balart
Dickey

Fowler
Herger
Istook

Moore
Scarborough

b 1609

Messrs. SMITH of Texas, WYNN, and
BATEMAN changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Messrs. KINGSTON,
HEFLEY, and ROTHMAN changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO

TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 294, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
each additional amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF
WISCONSIN

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 6 of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 109, noes 318,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 433]

AYES—109

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell

Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon
Dooley
Dreier
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)

Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur

Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stupak
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—318

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)

Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
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Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood

Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry

Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Istook

Scarborough
Tauzin

b 1619

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The pending business is
the demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 113, noes 315,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 434]

AYES—113

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon

Dooley
Dreier
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Herger
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent

Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matsui
McDermott
McInnis
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne

Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)

Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Souder
Stupak

Sununu
Tancredo
Tauscher
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Toomey
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—315

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson

Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer

Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm

Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Isakson

Scarborough

b 1627

Mr. BECERRA changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider amendment
No. 8 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. BOEHNER

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 8 offered by Mr.
BOEHNER:

Strike sections 1 and 2 and insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SECTION 1. TERMINATION OF MILK MARKETING

ORDERS ON JANUARY 1, 2001.
(a) TERMINATION.—Effective January 1,

2001, section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended by strik-
ing paragraphs (5) and (18) relating to milk
and its products. On that date, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall terminate all existing
Federal milk marketing orders issued under
such section.

(b) PROHIBITION ON SUBSEQUENT ORDERS RE-
GARDING MILK.—Section 8c(2) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(2)), reen-
acted with amendments by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Milk, fruits’’ and inserting
‘‘Fruits’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘milk,’’ after ‘‘honey,’’ in
subparagraph (B).

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
2(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7
U.S.C. 602(3)), reenacted with amendments by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, is amended by striking ‘‘, other than
milk and its products,’’.

(2) Section 8c of such Act (7 U.S.C. 608c) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘, other
than milk and its products,’’;

(B) in paragraph (7)(B), by striking ‘‘(ex-
cept for milk and cream to be sold for con-
sumption in fluid form)’’;

(C) in paragraph (11)(B), by striking ‘‘Ex-
cept in the case of milk and its products, or-
ders’’ and inserting ‘‘Orders’’;

(D) in paragraph (13)(A), by striking ‘‘, ex-
cept to a retailer in his capacity as a retailer
of milk and its products’’; and
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(E) in paragraph (17), by striking the sec-

ond proviso, which relates to milk orders.
(3) Section 8d(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C.

608d(2)) is amended by striking the second
sentence, which relates to information from
milk handlers.

(4) Section 10(b)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C.
610(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking clause (i);
(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and
(C) in clause (i) (as so redesignated), by

striking ‘‘other commodity’’ in the first sen-
tence and inserting ‘‘commodity’’.

(5) Section 11 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 611) is
amended by striking ‘‘and milk, and its prod-
ucts,’’.

(6) Section 715 of the Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1994 (Public Law 103–111; 107 Stat. 1079;
7 U.S.C. 608d note), is amended by striking
the third proviso, which relates to informa-
tion from milk handlers.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (b) and (c) shall take ef-
fect on January 1, 2001.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and a
Member opposed each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

b 1630

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) be allowed
to control 15 minutes of the pro-
ponent’s time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I think everybody

knows, when one lets milk sit around
too long, it spoils, and it goes bad. It
really is not any different for U.S.
dairy policy that, after 62 years of a
federally government-imposed mar-
keting system for dairy in America,
that maybe it is time to take a very se-
rious look at it.

Today we have had a very healthy de-
bate about dairy policy, and I am sure
some of our colleagues are tired of
hearing about this policy. But I think
we now get to the core, the real debate
about what ought to happen in the fu-
ture.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and I have an amendment that
says very simply that we ought to
eliminate the milk market order sys-
tem for dairy farmers in America.

We all know that, over the last 5
years, the last 10 years, the last 20
years, probably over the last 20, half of
the dairy farms in America have gone
out of business. Mr. Chairman, there is
only one constant, only one constant
that has been out there over those last
20 years as dairy farmers have gone out
of business, and that is a federally
mandated milk market order system.

Yes, it is the Federal Government
that has controlled prices, not allowed
dairy farmers to succeed, and literally

pushed small farmers right out of the
market. Until we get out of the way
and let the market begin to set prices,
fair prices for all farmers, regardless of
where they are in America, I think
until we do that, we are making a big
mistake.

Today on the floor, we talked about
the 34 marketing orders that are going
to 11 marketing orders. Members prob-
ably heard about four different classes
of milk depending upon how it is used.
Why would the Federal Government
want to decide how many different
classes of milk that we have?

My colleagues have heard about four
separate pricing schemes that we have
for milk in our country. They have
heard about differentials, the fact that
we price milk based on how far it is
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. What a bi-
zarre notion, in 1999, that the Federal
Government in Washington, D.C.
knows how to price milk for a farmer
in Vermont or a farmer in Idaho. Why
would we not let the market determine
it?

We have also heard today about the
USDA bureaucracy. Think of how
many thousands of employees we have
sitting right down the street deter-
mining how these prices should work,
how these pricing schemes should
work, and how it should be ‘‘fair’’ for
all dairy farmers.

My colleagues have heard about pool-
ing, pooling different prices from
around the country so that we can de-
termine what the fair price to the
dairy farmer is. They have heard about
forward contracting. We wanted to ac-
tually give farmers the ability to go
out and contract on their own, if they
wanted to. Why cannot we allow farm-
ers to do it? But, no, the House said no
and did not vote that way.

We have heard about the mailbox
price for milk as compared with the
federal milk market order blend price.
Now, when we start to look at the com-
plexity of the milk marketing order
system, I point all of my colleagues to
this chart, this chart that says how we
price milk in America. This is how we
do it: from the laws that we pass here
to the bureaucracy at the USDA to the
different marketing orders and the
pooling and every month that we have
to determine what is the fair price for
our farmers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
persons in the gallery are here as
guests of the Chamber. Quiet is re-
quested.

Mr. BOEHNER. So why do we have
all of this, Mr. Chairman? We have this
because, in 1937, in the midst of the De-
pression, we had a serious problem af-
fecting dairy farmers. The Federal
Government decided on an emergency
basis we were going to set up this pro-
gram to try to ensure that we kept
dairy farmers on the farm and we were
able to get fresh milk to the market-
place.

Now, that was 1937. This is 1999.
Interstate highways, refrigerated

trucks. My goodness, we have come a
long way. I think it is time for all of us
to take a big view of what has hap-
pened today, get out of the minutia of
whether it is 1–A or 1–B, because either
way, it is not going to make a dime’s
worth of difference to any dairy farm-
er. Then look at what we really can do
to help the family farmer in America.

What we can do to help that family
farmer is to get rid of this, get rid of
this convoluted 62-year-old program
that has failed the farmer and has
failed our consumers in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does a
Member wish to claim the time in op-
position to the amendment?

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim the time in opposition, and I ask
unanimous consent that, in my ab-
sence, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COMBEST) be permitted to control the
time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, we just saw a chart on

how we price milk. What we did not see
is a chart on why we price milk, why
that has been seen as an important and
significant role of both the Federal
Government and for the health of the
country for the last several years.

Market orders ensure a fresh local
supply of milk. This is a perishable
product, unlike most other products on
the farm. I was raised on a dairy farm.
I still live on a small farm. Most of the
things on the farm one can have some
control over. One can put them in an
elevator. One can leave them on pas-
ture a little longer. One cannot do that
with what happens every day at the
dairy barn. That has a very short life.

It is a hard product to recreate. If
one sees people going out of the dairy
business, one seldom sees them go back
in. Once there are not local dairies, it
is pretty hard to imagine there will
ever be local production of that prod-
uct again.

The 2 or 3 days of transportation does
matter. In terms of what farmers
would like to see, they just had the op-
tion of voting on a plan that I am con-
vinced they did not like, 1–B or no mar-
ket order at all; and they clearly said
they did not want market orders.

The letters we received from farmers,
the various articles that Members have
seen on this issue indicated that many
people voted for an option they did not
like because the option that they
thought absolutely would not work if
one is a family farmer, if one is a dairy
farmer, was the option of having no
marketing system for milk in this
country.

So I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, and I have a number of my col-
leagues who want to speak in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HOUGHTON).
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Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, this

is, to my infinite wisdom, parochial as
it may be, not a complicated issue. I
used to be in business. I produced the
product. The laws of supply and de-
mand worked. We abided by them. We
did not want to have any government
inference, no marketing orders, no any-
thing. It had worked.

This is different. The laws of supply
and demand simply do not work in this
business. It has been proven over and
over again. That is number one.

Number two, if one tries to sell some-
thing and one’s customer does not
want it, it is not a very good deal. As
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT) was saying, 96 percent of the
farmers voted against eliminating mar-
keting orders. To me, that is a very
clear message.

So we can sit here; we can intellectu-
alize what is best for the American
family and what is best in terms of
food supply. If the customers do not
want it, we should not try to sell it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask Members
of the House, when is the last time
they have seen the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin agree on anything? It
has been a long time.

The reason we are here is because of
Old Bossy. Old Bossy is a Holstein cow.
Now, if one is Farmer Jones, and one
milks Old Bossy in Oklahoma, the Gov-
ernment says one gets a bonus of $1.40
for every hundred pounds of milk one
can get from Old Bossy in comparison
to what one would get if one milks that
same Old Bossy in the State of Illinois.

Now, if my colleagues can convince
me that that makes sense, I would
nominate them for the Pulitzer Prize
in any field they want to name. I would
nominate them for the Nobel Prize or
any other prize they want. But I do not
think they can convince me. I do not
think they can convince the members
of the press. I do not think they can
convince farmers. And I do not think
they can convince the general public
that that system makes very much
sense.

Now, the market does not dictate
that difference in price; the law does.
That is what makes it even crazier.
Welcome back, Henry Wallace. Things
have not changed since 1937, except for
1985, when this whole system got even
crazier. Because in 1985, a fellow by the
name of Tony Coelho, my good friend
and colleague, came to this floor; and
he decided that those bonuses were not
big enough. He was going to make
them even bigger. So he did.

Now, we could have lived, I guess,
with the original differentials, as bad
as they were, because they were at
least determined by agricultural
economists who were trying to balance
the needs of all regions fairly. But in
1985 that system was changed, and it
was switched to a straight decision
based on raw political power.

Now, 3 years later, Steve Gunderson,
then Chair of the dairy subcommittee,

tried to get reform pushed through. He
was told by the leadership of this
House, Sorry, you cannot have a legis-
lative remedy. All we are going to do is
give you an opportunity for an admin-
istrative remedy. Let the USDA decide
what is fair. So we said okay.

That is what USDA did. They
brought forth modest, and I mean mod-
est, reforms. Now what has happened,
the very folks who said we could not
have a legislative remedy are now say-
ing, oh, gee whiz, we do not like what
the administrative remedy was. So we
are going to overturn it through this
legislation.

That is why my colleagues have the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and I united today. Because I for one
have concluded that, while I prefer sup-
ply management, dairy is the only in-
dustry in the world I know of where
one does not cut back supply in order
to meet demand. But if one cannot get
supply management, then one ought to
have a reasonable government program
that dictates how this is handled.

But we do not have a reasonable gov-
ernment program. We have a totally
arbitrary program based on how many
votes one can get on this floor, not
based on the legitimate economic
needs of every farmer in the country
regardless of where they come from.

That is why I have reluctantly con-
cluded, if we cannot get a square deal
out of this Congress, then let us not
have any deal at all. Let the market
deal it. Then at least we will not have
politicians to blame for the ridiculous
situation you have across this country
when it comes to dairy prices. That is
why I support this amendment. I urge
my colleagues to support it along with
us.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that
what we need is strong supply manage-
ment, and I am a strong advocate of a
two-tier supply management system. I
also agree with the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that the current
system is far from perfect. But I
strongly disagree with him in saying
that we have got to junk the whole sys-
tem because what we have now is not
perfect.

The fact of the matter is that, just
last month, dairy farmers all over this
country had the option of essentially
voting for the Boehner-Obey point of
view. They had the option of saying,
well, the current system is not perfect.
They had the option of voting for 1–B,
which, in my view, is strongly flawed,
or letting the current system expire
and have nothing. But farmers who
knew that the current system is not
perfect said overwhelmingly by 96 per-
cent that we need to have federal milk
price supports, and that is what they
voted for.
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Mr. Chairman, there is no question in

my mind, none whatsoever, that at a
time when all over this country, in
Wisconsin, in Vermont, in the Midwest,
all over, when family farmers are going
out of business, when today family
farmers are receiving, in terms of infla-
tion accounted for dollars, much, much
less than they received 15 or 20 years
ago, when they are struggling just to
keep their heads above water, there is
no doubt in my mind that if we ap-
proved this measure and did away with
all price supports that what we would
see is a rapid acceleration in the de-
cline of family farms all over this
country, especially the small farms.

Mr. Chairman, during the last 6 years
alone, we have seen a decline to the
tune of 26 percent of dairy farms in this
country. And what we are also seeing is
that while the small farms go under, in
terrible numbers, in Vermont, in Wis-
consin, all over this country, that the
larger farms are becoming larger and
gaining a greater share of the market.
For example, in 1978, farms with 50
cows or less produced 40 percent of the
milk supply. By 1997, that same size
farm produced only 12 percent of the
milk in our country. And the trend is
very clear: Fewer and fewer large farms
produce more and more of the milk,
while small farms are rapidly going out
of business.

If the Boehner-Obey amendment were
to pass, this process would rapidly ac-
celerate, and I will tell my colleagues
what this country will look like in 20
years. What we will have, literally, is a
handful of giant agri-business corpora-
tions controlling the production and
distribution of dairy products all over
this country. And that would be a dis-
aster not only for rural America and
the economies of rural America, that
would be a disaster not only for the en-
vironment and keeping our land green,
it would be a disaster for consumers as
well.

I have, I believe, one of the strongest
pro-consumer voting records in the
House of Representatives, and I will
challenge anyone who thinks that the
consumer benefits when a handful of
giant corporations will control the pro-
duction and distribution of dairy prod-
ucts. So if my colleagues are for the
consumer, if they are for the family
farmer, if they are for the environ-
ment, they will vote against this
amendment and vote for final passage.
Let us do what little we can to protect
the family farmer.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I want
to refute two of the points that have
come up. I grew up on a farm in South
Carolina, and we raised tomatoes and
shrimp. Yet we have been told in this
debate so far that milk is different, it
is a perishable product. How many of
my colleagues want to buy spoiled to-
matoes or rotten shrimp? Nobody.

So there are a lot of other goods that
somehow miraculously make their way
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from the farm to the grocery store
without a price-fixing system in place.
I would make that one point.

The second point that I would make
would be if we had a price-fixing sys-
tem on the farm that I grew up on for
shrimp or for tomatoes, would we want
to leave that system in place? Abso-
lutely. But to say that those farmers
who voted for that, those few that hap-
pened to benefit, that that should be
the barometer by which we judge this
amendment, I think, would be a big
mistake.

Lastly, if we are going to go this
route, why do we not adopt the ideas of
pricing software based on its distance
from Redmond, Washington, or the
idea of pricing timber based on its dis-
tance from the Southeast. This does
not make sense. This amendment does.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 seconds to point out that the
USDA requires that milk be off the
farm in one day. That is the case for no
other product, and I am confident, I am
sure it is not the case for either toma-
toes or shrimp.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition
to the amendment and in support of
the underlying bill.

The issue really here is about food
supply and food quality, but it is also
about the quality of life in America.
Farms preserve open space; they pro-
vide living evidence of man’s depend-
ence on the Earth and our responsi-
bility for sound management of our en-
vironment.

In 1996, Congress recognized that we
needed to reform the milk marketing
order system; not that we needed to re-
peal it, but that we needed to reform
it. And, in fact, the Option 1–A, just as
the Option 1–B, was compiled by econo-
mists and professional staff of the
USDA’s agricultural marketing serv-
ice. It takes into account more real-
istically transportation costs for fluid
milk, regional supply and demand
issues, costs of both producing and
marketing milk, and the need to assure
that milk can be produced in all the re-
gions of the United States.

It is simply a fairer option. It is real
reform. The system will be simpler, but
it will be also sensitive to regional
issues. That is why it is in everyone’s
interest to support the 1–A option in
the underlying bill.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Boehner-Obey amendment and in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1402.

I do agree with many supporters of
1402 that we must do everything in our
power to help small farmers who are
suffering. The dairy industry is vitally
important to my home State of New
York, and I would be proud to support
1402 if it represented targeted relief

that would help New York’s small fam-
ily dairy farms. But we should not pre-
serve an antiquated milk pricing sys-
tem that punishes consumers through-
out New York, both upstate and
downstate, while doing little to help
the farmers who need the help most.

Mr. Chairman, most of the debate
today has focused on the impact of this
legislation on farmers, but let us not
forget how this legislation will affect
consumers, including the families in
my district and throughout this coun-
try. According to even the most con-
servative estimates, consumers will
pay at least $200 million more each
year under this bill. Now, I know some
of my colleagues may say that the
price increases brought about by this
bill may be small, but small increases
in price can make a big difference to a
working family struggling to get by, or
to a struggling mother trying to make
ends meet, or to programs such as WIC,
food stamps, and the school lunch pro-
grams which are impacted tremen-
dously by the price of milk.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass H.R. 1402,
we are undoing USDA’s very modest re-
forms and preserving a depression-era
system that benefits no one. Over 300
Members of this body voted for the
Freedom to Farm Bill that was based
on the principle that we should have a
free market for agriculture. But that
bill exempted dairy and, instead, re-
quired USDA to implement the new
milk marketing orders that we are
here discussing today. This bill today
threatens to undo even those modest
reforms.

Rather than preserving this outdated
system, we should continue to move to
a free market for milk that is fair to
both farmers and consumers. I urge my
colleagues to support the Boehner-
Obey amendment and to oppose 1402.

It has been noted that this will result
in an increase of 22 cents a gallon by
the change in the differential. That is a
lot of money to a lot of people, and
that will increase the price of milk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to continue
speaking up for consumers across this
country. We should not make it harder
on consumers and help big, large farm-
ers.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, milk
was left out of Freedom to Farm for a
reason. Milk is different than wheat,
and it is different than corn. As the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
was talking about milking Bossie, that
has to be done twice or three times a
day 365 days a year. And that milk has
to have a market. And no one dares to
be able to take advantage of that little
producer because they know he has to
sell it right then.

This is a pretty good system that has
been working since 1937, and the legis-
lation here would change it greatly. I
am as free market, free enterprise a

person as there is in this Congress. I
never asked the government for a thing
in my business. Milk is different. Dairy
farming is different. What we need is a
supply of fresh, wholesome milk so
that WIC can have it, so poor families
can have it, so we can all have it.

There is not a better system of milk
distribution in the world than we have
in the United States right now. The
farmers voted to preserve it, it is work-
ing well, and I am in very much opposi-
tion to the amendment of my friend,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the
amendment by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and in oppo-
sition to the underlying bill.

Passage of this bill would undermine
the course that Congress set just 3
years ago towards agriculture reform.
In the 1996 farm bill, Congress made a
commitment to allow the USDA to
make modest reforms to the controver-
sial dairy price program after 3 years
of public hearing process. Now that we
have the final rule on milk marketing
order reforms, people are trying to re-
nege on that original goal of trying to
reform with a simple modest plan.

As far as I am concerned, the pro-
posal is not far enough, and that is the
reason I am supportive of the Boehner-
Obey amendment. It does not matter
whether we are talking about milk, or-
anges, wheat, or sugar. We need to
make our agricultural programs come
into the 21st century and not go back
to the 19th century. We have a real op-
portunity for real dairy reform today
and we are doing a disservice to every-
one if we do not pass this amendment
to go to a free market type of plan.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot open up
markets to our agricultural products
to advocate free trade while we main-
tain the barriers on dairy. I advocate
the support of the Boehner amend-
ment.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), the sub-
committee chairman that deals with
these issues.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise today in opposition to
the amendment, not because I do not
think that one day this amendment
will be necessary and will come true,
because I believe the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) is right. I believe
that this is the direction that we will
ultimately end up going with American
dairy.

But the problem that I have with this
amendment at this time is that in 1996,
when we started on the path of deregu-
lating American agriculture, we said
that there had to be a transition pe-
riod, there had to be a period of time
when we went from a heavy-handed,
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government-regulated bureaucracy
that dictated everything that happened
in American agriculture to a time of
free market. And I believe that that
transition is taking place. It has been
sometimes topsy-turvy, sometimes
very difficult, but it is happening.

It is happening much slower than
some people would like to see, includ-
ing a dairyman that I just had lunch
with not too long ago from my district.
He told me that he knows that one day
we will have an unregulated dairy
economy, that we will not have the
Federal Government setting prices. He
said he knows that one day that is
going to happen and that he looks for-
ward to that day happening. But what
will happen if this amendment passes
today is that it would send the dairy
economy into chaos immediately. And,
unfortunately, we just cannot handle
that right now.

I support what the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) is trying to do in
the aspect that the Federal Govern-
ment should not be involved with how
many cows somebody milks, how many
pounds of milk they produce, and
where they sell that. I do not want
dairymen having to come back to
Washington, D.C. to ask us for some-
thing, for some change on dairy policy.
It should not happen. But we need an
orderly transition to be able to go from
this government-run bureaucracy that
was handed to us before we pass a farm
bill to a free market economy.
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That transition is going to take
place.

Now, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) held up a poster that had
policies in place for going from the
Congress to the cow and everything
that had to happen in order for those
prices to be set. That is the exact rea-
son why this amendment cannot pass
today.

So much dependency has grown up
around that system that it is going to
take some time to unwind all of that,
and it is going to take some time to
create a system that the American
dairy farmers can understand and use,
and eventually we will do that.

I would also like to say we have
heard a lot of reasons why this amend-
ment is not good, and a lot of those
reasons are no longer relevant today.

American dairy farmers are the most
efficient dairy farmers in the world. We
have the most efficient delivery system
of anywhere in the world, and we have
the ability to compete with any dairy
farmers in the world.

But in doing so, we need to take the
time that is necessary to transition
away from the dependency that has
grown up around a bureaucratic gov-
ernment program to the free market.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment today. I pledge to my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), to continue to work with
him to see that his vision one day
comes true.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Boehner-Obey amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues can
see from this chart, eliminating milk
market orders, which is what the
Boehner-Obey amendment would do,
would save approximately $80 million
every year.

The current, yet antiquated, milk
marketing system, which would in es-
sence remain in place under 1402, gives
dairy farmers more money the farther
away they are from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin. This was a wise policy back in
the 1930s because there were not refrig-
erated vehicles and there were no
interstate transportation systems to
ensure that all areas of the country re-
ceived an adequate supply of milk.

In the 1930s, it was proper to provide
incentives to farmers to milk in tradi-
tionally nondairy areas. But as we ap-
proach the new millennium, taxpayers
should no longer prop up an unfair sys-
tem that compensates farmers depend-
ing on where they live. It is wasteful
and it makes no sense to taxpayers and
consumers.

Now, let us be clear. Under H.R. 1402,
more taxes would be needed to keep
very important nutrition programs
from having to cut needy families off
their rolls. Take the WIC program for
example. The Consumer Federation of
America estimates that under 1402, un-
less additional taxes are provided, 3,700
women, infants and children could be
kicked off the WIC rolls every year and
more federal dollars would be needed to
keep the food stamp program, the
school lunch and breakfast program,
and nutrition programs for the elderly
at their current assistance levels.

Mr. Chairman, why should consumers
and taxpayers subsidize dairy farmers
based solely on where they milk their
cows?

I urge support of the Boehner-Obey
amendment.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, we have been here all
day debating this issue, and we have
heard arguments on both sides and re-
curring arguments on both sides.

A minute ago I heard a colleague
mention that what this amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will do is reaf-
firm a commitment made in 1996 by
this Congress that would allow for the
Department of Agriculture to modestly
adjust the milk marketing orders and
reflect more readily the marketplace.
We refuted that a couple of hours ago
when we pointed out that it is not a
modest adjustment when we are going
to cost dairy farmers in excess of $2
million to $400 million annually.

We have seen evidence presented
throughout the last several years to
the United States Department of Agri-
culture and input from all experts
within the dairy community that said
very clearly that Option 1–A was the
option that we ought to pursue. Yet
here we are with our final amendment
before what I hope is final passage, and
the Boehner-Obey amendment really
operates under the premise that the
milk marketing order system is an out-
dated system that does not reflect the
marketplace at all, and we know that
simply is not true as well.

To establish the prices that are used,
the Department of Agriculture surveys
the wholesale market prices of milk
and milk products such as cheese and
translates those prices into a fair mar-
ket-based price for raw milk sold at the
farm level.

We have heard throughout the day
the discussions about why we need to
do this with milk and why it is impor-
tant, and I find it ironic that many of
the same Members who are going to
stand and speak and indeed vote for
this amendment are the same folks
who earlier today were trumpeting the
results of the August daily referendum,
were 95 percent of dairy farmers said
they supported this system.

I urge my colleagues to support this
safety net. I urge my colleagues one
more time in the next vote to defeat an
amendment that is intended to gut
1402.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague from Ohio for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the managers of well-
run businesses periodically survey
their operations. They take a hard look
at everything they are doing and they
ask a simple question, and that is: If
we were not already doing this, would
we start it up today? If not, it should
probably be stopped.

Well, let us apply that same approach
to the dairy program. If we were not al-
ready running this program today,
would we even consider starting any-
thing remotely like it? Would any sane
person start a dairy program like the
one we have today? If the answer is, no,
and I believe it is at least, heck, no,
then common sense tells us we should
stop it.

To my colleagues who profess a belief
in market economics, this is a test.
Please vote their principles and sup-
port this amendment. To my col-
leagues who represent urban con-
sumers, this is also a test. Please vote
their constituents’ clear interest, not
some special interest, and support this
amendment. To my colleagues who rep-
resent dairy farmers outside the Mid-
west, do not fear the free market.
There were dairy farmers in all regions
before the dairy program began, and
there will be efficient dairy farmers in
all regions after we end it. There will
always be an advantage in proximity to
local markets for fresh milk.
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It is way past time for all of us to

unite and cast off this horrible relic. I
urge all my colleagues to support the
amendment of the gentlemen.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, could
the Chair tell us the remaining time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 14–3⁄4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) has 7 minutes
remaining. And the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 6 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI).

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, to restate the issues
that have been before us all day is that
the issue of the 1–A, 1–B option before
us is a developmental plan that was
put forward by the Department of Agri-
culture and gone across the country in
11 different regions in trying to elicit
and get support and get materials pre-
sented in regards to those options.

Those options are not going to cost
consumers any more money than al-
ready is into the system now. The
money that is being purported in terms
of coming from different departments
is money that is already going to the
dairy farmers right now.

What is on issue now is that the 1–B
option in the elimination of this mar-
keting program will take away $200
million from dairy farmers. It will take
this money from the dairy farmers, and
it will revert back to the industries or
to wherever; but it is not going to be
benefiting to the dairy farmers.

The formula is based on use. It is
based on a weight between those uses
of whether it is milk or ice cream or
butter or cheese, and then they factor
into a distance the further they are
away from the market for transpor-
tation costs. And those issues have all
been articulated.

The Department designed the options
that we have before us; and in doing so,
when we passed the reforms and seeing
the impact of the reforms on our farm-
ers, we only need to look at the billions
of dollars that we are spending in agri-
cultural assistance each year for the
last 2 years to recognize that the free-
dom to farm has not been the success
that many wanted it to be and the ex-
emption of milk in that freedom to
farm may have been a blessing in dis-
guise and allows for more cooperation
and more time and thoughtfulness to
develop a system which maintains a
floor for the dairy farmers, at the same
time giving them the tools to be able
to be successful in a more market-ori-
ented economy, which 1–A would allow,
which was designed by the Department.

The Department was not charged to
reduce the farm income by $200 million
to dairy farmers and what was going to
dairy farmers. It was asked to reform
it and to make it more market ori-
ented, which 1–A would do.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman

from California (Mr. POMBO) be able to
manage the time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Wisconsin for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I, quite frankly, am
flabbergasted to understand where this
$200 million lost figure comes from be-
cause it just belies the facts.

In fact, USDA released an analysis
over the past year what the basic for-
mula price, what the producers would
get through class I differentials under
the reform proposals that they have
announced and which will take effect
on October 1.

Virtually every region in the country
under the more free market-oriented
pricing system actually sees more in-
come in their pockets rather than less.

The Boston region, 38 cents per hun-
dred-weight; Des Moines, $1.22 more;
New York 23 cents more; Philadelphia,
they lost 2 cents this past year; St.
Louis, 96 cents more; El Paso, 27; At-
lanta, 69; Seattle, 42; Kansas City, 85;
Cleveland, 87; Tampa, $1.19 more; Lou-
isville, 71; Boise, 82; Minneapolis, $1.27.

In fact, the figures just released for
the month of October this year, the
first month when the reform takes ef-
fect, shows that on a national average
the producers get 57 cents more per
hundred-weight class I than they would
under the 1402.

So the issue is simple. We can vote
for passage of 1402 and by doing so we
would be taking money out of, rather
than putting more money into, the
pockets of the producers over this past
year and for the month of October.

Now, I commend my colleagues who
are in support of 1402 for their desire to
help the small family farmers. But if
there has been one common denomi-
nator in this entire debate regardless
of the region is that we can all stipu-
late that our family farm earnings
have been suffering badly and they
have been suffering for some time
under the current system. But I submit
that the continuation of the status quo
with the government-set price differen-
tials only encourages large corporate
farms to produce for the mailbox and
the Government check, rather than for
basic economic principles of supply and
demand.

Look at the increase of large cor-
porate farms in these regions that see
a higher price differential. They in
turn put the squeeze on the small fam-
ily farmers. So if we want to help the
family farmers, let us support this
amendment; let us have some con-
fidence that they can compete under
the principles of supply and demand,
that we do believe in the marketplace,

and that we are not going to create
these artificial price systems which
will only encourage the larger oper-
ations to go into that because of the
price differentials and ultimately hurt
our small family farmers.

That is the direction that we should
be going in, and that is why I support
the Boehner-Obey amendment and
would ask my colleagues to vote no on
final passage.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
represent five of the eight top dairy
counties in the State of Illinois; and
they are losing 10 to 15 percent of the
dairy farmers each year.

If we are to sit around and wait for
all these reforms to take place that the
gentleman from California (Mr. POMBO)
talks about over a period of time, there
will not be any dairy farmers left in
northern Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, the difference really
is between milk and something like
peaches, for example. The price that
the dairy farmer gets is based upon
how far his production is from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin. The price that the
peach grower gets is not based upon
where his farm is in relation to some-
where in the State of Georgia.

What we are asking for here under
the Boehner amendment is the last op-
portunity for the American dairy farm-
er to participate in the free market
system. The Boehner amendment
would allow that and, hopefully, will
stop the elimination of all the dairy
farmers in the district that I proudly
represent.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) has 6 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has 31⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO) has 12–3⁄4 minutes
remaining.
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Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to just point out,
which we did earlier today, what this is
about.

This is about the status quo of the
market, and I would like to go through
what the status quo is because a lot of
Members around here do not exactly
know how the price of milk is deter-
mined.

So, under the status quo, let me read
how the price of milk is determined.
There is the basic formula price, and
there is the blended price.

Here is the basic formula price:
The BFP equals, basic formula price,

equals last month’s average price paid
for manufacturing grade milk in Min-
nesota and Wisconsin plus current AA
grade butter times 4.27 plus current
nondry milk price times 8.07 minus
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current dry-buttermilk price times .42
plus current cheddar cheese price times
9.87 plus current grade A butter price
times .238 minus last month’s grade A
butter price times 4.27 plus last
month’s nondry milk price times 8.07
plus last month’s dry-buttermilk price
times .42 minus last month’s cheddar
cheese price times 9.87 plus last
month’s grade A butter price times .238
plus present butterfat minus 3.5 times
current month’s butter price times 1.38
minus last month’s price of manufac-
turing grade milk in Minnesota and
Wisconsin, times .028.

That is the basic formula price.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, would the

gentleman repeat that?
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I will repeat

it to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) after this, Mr. Chairman.

The blend formula price now takes
that basic formula price, which I just
mentioned plus .12 times the percent of
milk used for cheese, powder, and but-
ter plus the basic formula price, that
formula I mentioned a second ago, plus
.30 times the percent of milk used for
ice cream and yogurt plus the formula
price, the basic formula price, plus 1.04
plus .15 times the distance from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, divided by a hun-
dred, all times the percent of milk used
for fluid.

That is the current milk pricing sys-
tem. That is the choice my colleagues
are making, to perpetuate that if they
vote for H.R. 1402.

If my colleagues want to scrap this
1937 abomination, Mr. Chairman, they
should vote for the Boehner amend-
ment, vote against 1402.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just feel like I have
heard Jay Leno’s monolog for about
the fifth time. It was amusing the first
time, but the fact of the matter is what
we are doing here today is going to
have a profound impact on dairy farm-
ing in America.

Talk about turning a deaf ear to the
will of the very people we are trying to
help, Mr. Chairman. In August, we just
had a referendum. Ninety-six percent
of the farmers said they want to con-
tinue milk marketing orders.

Now I know we sometimes cannot re-
sist the temptation to create chaos out
of order, Mr. Chairman, but I would
suggest that if we eliminate the milk
marketing orders, that is exactly what
we would be doing.

I do not want to identify with that
effort. I want to identify with looking
realistically at the plight of dairy
farmers in America, and I must admit
it, being a little bit selfish, I am par-
ticularly concerned with the plight of
dairy farmers in beautiful upstate New
York. They are in crisis. They need

some help, and I want to help. This
amendment would not help, Mr. Chair-
man; 1402 would.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and what I want to try to
explain up here in the 2-minute time
frame that I have is what is happening
with the present amendment by my
good friend from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and the bill that I hope all my col-
leagues will vote for.

If the bill, if the amendment, passes
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), it will have a significant im-
pact on the type of farming over a pe-
riod of years that we have in the
United States. Right now we have a
mix of farming. We have some cor-
porate farms, we have some family
farms, and we have a mix of corporate
family farms. We have some really big
farms that are family farms. We have
mega farms that are corporate farms
that take in tens of thousands, hun-
dreds of thousands of acres whether it
is poultry, dairy, grain; just name it.

Right now though, we have a rel-
atively pretty good mix of small family
farms, big family farms, and pretty big
corporate farms. If we vote for the gen-
tleman from Ohio’s amendment, what
will happen is the shift will go from
family farms, big family farms, to cor-
porate farms, and it will shift from
being all across the United States,
whether one is a dairy farmer in New
York, New England, South Carolina,
California, Oklahoma, Montana, Ohio.
The consolidation of agriculture then
will go to corporate agriculture, and a
consolidation of the dairy industry will
go to the Midwest.

If I could draw just very briefly a
map of the United States? Now, right
now the Midwest is a big producer of
dairy products. We have other dairy re-
gions in the Northeast, the mid-Atlan-
tic States, the Southeast, virtually all
across the country. But with Mr.
BOEHNER’S amendment, the focus of the
dairy industry, the corporate dairy in-
dustry, will be concentrated in the
Midwest.

Now there are several problems with
that, but one of the problems is sup-
pose this is a severe drought in the fu-
ture, a concentration of dairy in the
Midwest, without it in other areas of
the country. If we had a drought, if we
had an increase of pests, if we had an
increase of disease, if we have floods,
we do not have the safety net of the di-
versity of agriculture that we have
right now.

So I will urge my colleagues to vote
against the amendment and vote for
the bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
this time to me.

I would like to just briefly shift our
focus away from the family dairy farm.

If this were merely a debate between
dairy interests, it would not be as bit-
ter as it is, and it would not be as im-
portant as it is.

Make no mistake. It is important be-
cause it affects nearly every aspect of
our economy.

A quick reality check looking out-
side the Beltway. Heard a lot about the
support for 1402 in this House, but when
we go outside this House, and we turn
to beyond the Beltway, the coalition
against 1402 and the pricing scheme, it
has ranged from the National Res-
taurant Association to the Teamsters;
yes, the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, Americans for Tax Reform, the
Snack Food Association, the AFL–CIO.

There is very little that could unite
such a group. They are united in their
opposition to 1402 and to this outdated
pricing scheme. They view it as a tax
on milk. It artificially increases the
price of milk to consumers. Not only a
tax, but a regressive tax because it hits
those who can least afford it; and if we
know anything about principles of tax-
ation, we know this regressive tax will
drive down the consumption of milk.

Can we afford that as a Nation? No.
We want to increase consumption of
milk and healthy products.

Finally, this will also hurt many of
our antipoverty programs. The WIC
dollars will not go as far, food stamps
will not buy as much, all caused by
this outdated pricing scheme, the very
pricing scheme that 1402 seeks to reim-
pose.

End this. End the tax on milk. Intro-
duce market forces. Free up dairy
farmers to produce and to compete.
Support the Boehner amendment and
oppose 1402.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and I want to respond to
the last speaker for just a moment
when we start talking about this as a
tax. Let me give my colleagues some
mailbox prices. That is what dairymen
have been receiving, average, for the
first 5 months of this year.

Dallas, Texas or Texas order, $14.13;
the current retail price for milk in Dal-
las is $2.50. In Minneapolis, Minnesota,
the mailbox price was $13.52, which is
51 cents less than Texas. But guess
what? The retail price of milk in Min-
nesota as of today is $2.99. In fact, New
York City today, the price of milk,
$2.79. The farmers’ mailbox price,
$14.43.

We can go right down the line on any
of the mailbox prices that are deter-
mined through the Federal milk mar-
ket order system that can be made to
sound very complicated, which it is,
but it accomplishes a very important
goal for the dairy industry in that it
provides a stabilizing way of pricing
milk.

There is no one that can say that
what the price the farmer gets is af-
fecting what the consumer pays to the
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degree that the previous speaker said
it.

As my colleagues know, one of the
things that I have said over and over in
this debate, somehow, some way we
have got to get away from this idea
that only the dairy farmer or the corn
farmer or the cotton farmer or the rice
producer or the peanut producer has to
constantly produce for less in order
that the consumer might pay less when
everyone in between does not do that.
Remember, last December, there was
an article in the Washington Post that
stated their commodities winners and
losers, and the losers were producers
and consumers. And the article there
had to do with cereal, and the price of
cereal went up last December by 9 per-
cent. Why did the cereal prices go up?
Because the cost of advertising and
marketing for the cereal manufactur-
ers went up. Now that means that
somebody’s television contract went
up, and it was judged important
enough for the processors of cereal to
increase their price to the consumer at
the same time we were seeing the low-
est prices to producers of grain since
the Depression.

Now the tone and tenor of the argu-
ment today, and I know the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
have good intentions, I know that they
believe that if we can just eliminate
Federal market orders that the dairy
industry would be better off in their re-
gions or in the country as a whole. And
I assume it is the country as a whole.

But to that argument, let me point
out again dairy farmers in their re-
gions and in every region had a chance
to vote on whether they wanted to
eliminate the Federal milk order last
August, and from 90 to 99 percent of the
dairy producers said, no, a resounding
no, to the Boehner-Obey amendment.
Why did they say that? If they believe
that things are going to be better for
dairy farmers, did they not vote it out
when they had a chance? That is a
question for this body to answer.

Now my colleagues will hear, already
heard, the gentleman from Wisconsin
mentioned a moment ago, that the lat-
est figures, October, show that under
the new pricing system that dairy
farmers are going to get more money.
That is true compared to the old, but it
is irrelevant to whether or not we deal
with 1402 or whether we deal with 1–B.

b 1730

It is irrelevant. We are making
changes. In spite of the fact that
speaker after speaker after speaker
said it is a decision or a choice between
status quo, it is not. We said when we
passed the farm bill that we wanted to
reduce the number of orders. We are
going from 31 to 11. When we went from
31 to 11, that meant we had to have an-
other vote so the dairy farmers could
say they agree with what Congress told
USDA to do, and they voted over-
whelmingly, not because they approved
of everything. They have a difference

on 1–A and 1–B, and that is what this is
all about.

While it may be true that under cur-
rent conditions Class I prices will be
higher in the USDA decision than
under the current system, this effect is
the result of changes in the calcula-
tions of manufacturing milk prices
that Class I differentials are added to.

In spite of the fact that we continue
to talk about milk being priced in one
spot, Eau Claire, Wisconsin, that is not
true. I do not know how many times we
have to say, those of my colleagues ar-
guing the other, that that was changed.
We are not keeping the status quo. We
do recognize that this system, the fed-
eral market order system, needed to be
improved and we are doing that,
whether we go 1–A or 1–B.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we will all op-
pose very strongly this amendment and
support 1402. That is what the dairy
farmers of America believe is in the
best interest of their futures. Then I
hope that we can get on with some
more serious type of discussions as to
how we deal with the real problem, the
fact that prices for all agricultural
commodities are too low. That is what
it is all about.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, could I in-
quire how much time is remaining for
all parties.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 31⁄2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) has 2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from California
(Mr. POMBO) has 31⁄4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, not to further muddy
the waters but in this last speech by
the distinguished ranking member he
brought up an issue that I do not think
has been talked about enough today
and that is that we have a new way of
establishing the manufacturing price
of milk in the current rule that will go
into effect on October 1.

What a lot of people have not focused
on is in this bill we actually change
what USDA recommended for the new
manufacturing price. We legislate a
make-allowance that was done just in
the committee, and then we ask them
to go back to rulemaking and take an-
other look at the manufacturing price.

One of the reasons that some of us
have argued that this is a better sys-
tem is because it is not just the Class
I differential; it is a combination of
this whole system.

I have here the prices for Class I milk
that are going to be announced by the
Department as determined by the rule
that is going to go into effect October
1 if this Congress does not change that
rule prior to that time.

In every order area, there is an in-
crease in Class I milk over the current
system. So those of my colleagues that
are going to vote for 1402, they ought
to take a look at this because the price
of Class I milk, which is what every-
body is concerned about, and I will
admit that it is based on the new man-
ufacturing price, but what the prices
are going to be in southeastern Flor-
ida, for example, they are going to get
$1.32 more per hundred-weight. All
through this system there is more
money that is going to be available for
farmers. And people ought to look at
this before they vote on 1402.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the remaining time.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us
is very simple. Should the highest cost
producers in this country get a special
bonus from the taxpayers in order to
drive up the overall supply of milk
which drives down the price that all
farmers in the country receive? That is
the issue.

The USDA, in contrast to those of us
who have regional biases, and that is
all of us on this floor, the USDA is sup-
posed to be neutral. What the USDA es-
timates is that if the modest reforms
under Option 1–B had been in effect
last year, over all dairy farmers
throughout the country would be bet-
ter off by 87 cents per hundred-weight
for Class I milk and dairy earnings
would be 15 to 20 cents per hundred-
weight higher. That means a farmer
with 50 cows, each producing 20,000
pounds of milk, would be $1,500 to $2,000
better off with the dairy reform pre-
ferred by USDA.

Dairy farmers nationwide, according
to USDA, would have received $300 mil-
lion in additional income. They are not
going to receive that if this legislation
passes today. Since it appears that it
is, then I would urge Members, as an
alternative, to support the Boehner-
Obey amendment because if Govern-
ment is going to involve itself, it needs
to do so in a fair manner.

It is clear that involvement is not
fair in this instance, and that is why no
involvement is better than unfair in-
volvement.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to close by
saying that I urge my colleagues to
stick to the transition period that we
all approved in the 1996 farm bill. That
is the only fair way to take dairy from
a regulated bureaucratic business into
a free market economy, and I urge op-
position to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the
amendment that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and I are offering
comes to the floor today with some
controversy, but I do appreciate all of
my colleagues on the Committee on
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Agriculture that have been here all day
debating this issue, and I really appre-
ciate the fact that we have had a qual-
ity debate on the future of dairy.

Now, I have had all my colleagues
down here though defending the status
quo, do nothing, do not let the USDA
changes go into effect; yet out of the
other side of their mouths they are de-
scribing the plight of dairy farmers in
their region.

Now if the plight of dairy farmers is
so great in their region, why do we not
do something to help them? Why do we
want to come to the floor today and
preserve the status quo? That is why
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and I have this amendment be-
cause, in fact, today, the co-ops, where
76 percent of the milk in this country
comes from, have taken the place of
the Federal Government.

The co-ops are strong entities who
are well equipped to go out and nego-
tiate on behalf of their members with
processors around the country. Why do
we need a dual system where we have a
government system in place, a co-op
system in place, where the dairy farm-
er himself has no ability on his own to
make decisions for himself?

The amendment we offer today will
in fact help those dairy farmers
achieve real success, because for 62
years we have never given them the
chance to succeed, never given them a
chance to succeed because they can
only sell their milk based on the com-
plicated price scheme that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN)
pointed out earlier.

How can my colleagues defend this
antiquated, Depression-era, Soviet-
style socialism in dairy that traps our
farmers in a system that is never going
to work? The fact is, let us help our
farmers. Let us give them a chance to
succeed by passing the Boehner-Obey
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 124, noes 302,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 435]

AYES—124

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner

Boswell
Brown (FL)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Chabot
Coburn
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)

Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Goodlatte

Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Herger
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo

Markey
Martinez
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moran (VA)
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman

Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stark
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—302

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio

DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer

Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez

Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)

Taylor (NC)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—7

Bono
Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Jefferson
Scarborough

Thomas
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Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. GREENWOOD
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois, ROTH-
MAN, WAMP, and MENENDEZ, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, and Mr. MEEHAN
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall vote

No. 435, I was unavoidably detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE) having assumed the chair, Mr.
Thornberry, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 1402) to require
the Secretary of Agriculture to imple-
ment the Class I milk price structure
known as Option 1A as part of the im-
plementation of the final rule to con-
solidate Federal milk marketing or-
ders, pursuant to House Resolution 294,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
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Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 285, noes 140,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 436]

AYES—285

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski

Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Larson
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Packard
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen

Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt

Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—140

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Brown (OH)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Chenoweth
Clay
Conyers
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Ehlers
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Gallegly
Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hefley

Herger
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moore
Moran (VA)
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Owens
Oxley

Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stark
Stupak
Tancredo
Tauscher
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Toomey
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Waxman
Weller
Wu
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Berman
Bono
Coble

Dickey
Ford
Fowler

Jefferson
Scarborough

b 1823

Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed her
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no’’.

Ms. PELOSI changed her vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye’’.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1402, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1402, CON-
SOLIDATION OF MILK MAR-
KETING ORDERS

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill (H.R. 1402), the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, punctuation, citations, and
cross-references and to make such
other technical and conforming
changes as may be necessary to reflect
the actions of the House in amending
the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE TO FILE SUPPLE-
MENTAL REPORT ON H.R. 2559,
AGRICULTURAL RISK PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 1999

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the Committee
on Agriculture to file a supplemental
report to accompany H.R. 2559, the Ag-
ricultural Risk Protection Act of 1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1555, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 1555) to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears
none and, without objection, appoints
the following conferees:

From the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of the House bill, and the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:
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Messrs. GOSS, LEWIS of California,

MCCOLLUM, CASTLE, BOEHLERT, BASS,
GIBBONS, LAHOOD, Mrs. WILSON, Mr.
DIXON, Ms. PELOSI, and MESSRS.
BISHOP, SISISKY, CONDIT, ROEMER and
HASTINGS of Florida.

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of defense tac-
tical intelligence and related activi-
ties:

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP and ANDREWS.
There was no objection.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2506, HEALTH RESEARCH
AND QUALITY ACT OF 1999
Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on

Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–328) on the resolution (H.
Res. 299) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2506) to amend title IX of
the Public Health Service Act to revise
and extend the Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE JUSTICE
REFORM ACT OF 1999
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

privileged motion.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. LOFGREN moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 1501,
be instructed to insist that the committee of
conference recommend a conference sub-
stitute that—

(1) includes a loophole-free system that
assures that no criminals or other prohibited
purchasers (e.g. murderers, rapists, child mo-
lesters, fugitives from justice, undocumented
aliens, stalkers, and batterers) obtain fire-
arms from non-licensed persons and federally
licensed firearms dealers at gun shows;

(2) does not include provisions that weaken
current gun safety law; and

(3) includes provisions that aid in the en-
forcement of current laws against criminals
who use guns (e.g. murderers, rapists, child
molesters, fugitives from justice, stalkers
and batterers).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
clause 7 of rule XX, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, 13 children a day are
being killed by gun violence. Perhaps
we have repeated this statistic so fre-
quently that we do not fully feel it
anymore that these are children, and
that is a shame.

I ask the Members here in this Cham-
ber and listening to this discussion in
their offices, how we can possibly ig-
nore any legislative measure that
could help protect these children?

I ask the Members on all sides of this
issue to agree with me that, whatever

else we do, we agree we shall not pre-
tend we are making children safer at
the same time we are building into our
legislation weasel worded modifiers
and exceptions that make the promised
protections meaningless.

After I gave notice of this motion to
instruct the conferees last night, the
Associated Press was told there was a
compromise being circulated by the
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. I wish to make that A.P. arti-
cle a part of this RECORD.

Since the A.P. article was received in
my office this afternoon, I have asked
the chairman for a copy of his proposal
so I can determine for myself whether
it is, indeed, a compromise I could em-
brace; and I am hopeful that I can get
a copy of the proposal. I have had
members of the press call my office
about this proposed compromise, and I
am all the more concerned that we not
offer some proposal that might have
loopholes.

b 1830
That is why I thought it was nec-

essary to propose this motion to in-
struct.

Since there has been no joint meet-
ing of the conference or staff since
early August, and I have had to read
the AP wire to learn what is going on,
even as a conferee, I ask the Members
of this body to instruct the conference:

One, not to include loopholes that
favor the wrong people getting guns,
those who have been arrested, those
who have restraining orders, and those
who have been adjudicated mentally
ill;

Two, not to weaken current gun safe-
ty laws;

And, three, not to compromise the
ability of law enforcement officers to
find those criminals who use guns in
the crimes that they commit.

First, my colleagues may ask what
loopholes I am worried about. I am
worried we are going to define gun
shows or gun vendors in such a way to
make the Lautenberg gun show provi-
sion ineffective, if not meaningless. I
am worried that we are not going to
define background checks in such a
way as to exclude some persons we
really should be concerned about.

Second, my colleagues may wonder
how we could weaken current gun safe-
ty laws. Would anyone in this chamber
want to permit the interstate shipment
of firearms by mail again? Do we want
to repeal the Lee Harvey Oswald gun
provision?

Third, my colleagues may wonder
what could compromise law enforce-
ment’s ability to fine those criminals
who use guns in the crimes they com-
mit. Well, suppose the records to run
the gun check on the purchaser were
destroyed immediately after the check
was run. And suppose the gun show
vendor did not have to retain the serial
number of the gun? How would law en-
forcement follow the trail to the bad
actor who bought that gun?

There are those in this House who
prefer that we do nothing. The NRA’s

chief lobbyist says, and I quote, ‘‘Noth-
ing is better than anything.’’ That is
what this House did only a few month
ago. The House majority whip made his
position crystal clear when he was
quoted in The Washington Post as say-
ing that killing the gun safety bill was
‘‘a great personal victory.’’ Does the
majority whip really want this House
to do nothing when it comes to the
safety of our children? Does the major-
ity prefer to release its proposal to the
press rather than to the conferees? In
other words, does the majority really
prefer to have a news story rather than
a legislative solution? I hope not, and I
trust not.

I ask my colleagues to support this
motion to instruct as a further guar-
antee that this Congress does some-
thing, that it does something meaning-
ful, that it does something soon, and
that it does it in a bipartisan way, in
the best interests of the mothers and
children of this country.

Mr. Speaker, the Associated Press ar-
ticle I referred to earlier is included for
the RECORD herewith.
HYDE FLOATS COMPROMISE PROPOSAL ON NEW

GUN CONTROLS

(By David Espo)

WASHINGTON (AP).—The chairman of the
House Judiciary Committee is circulating a
proposal designed to break a months-long
deadlock over the sale of weapons at gun
shows, congressional officials said Tuesday
night.

The officials, who spoke on condition of
anonymity, said Rep. Henry Hyde, R–Ill., is
proposing a two-step system of background
checks. Most gun show sales could be cleared
within 24 hours but others could be delayed
for up to three additional business days for
additional investigation.

Republican and Democratic aides said
Hyde’s proposal includes a ban on importing
certain large capacity ammunition clips as
well as a requirement for the sale of safety
devices with handguns.

It also includes a lifetime ban on the pur-
chase of a handgun by anyone convicted of a
gun-related felony as a juvenile. And minors
would be prohibited from possessing assault
weapons.

Separately, GOP aides said any com-
promise juvenile crime bill would likely in-
clude a House-passed provision allowing the
posting of the Ten Commandments in
schools. Supporters claim that would help
promote morality; critics say it is unconsti-
tutional.

Any compromise is also expected to tough-
en prosecution of juvenile gun-related
crimes, and provide additional federal fund-
ing for anti-crime programs.

Hyde has outlined his gun proposal to Rep.
John Conyers of Michigan, the senior Demo-
crat on his committee, as well as to Sen.
Orrin Hatch, R–Utah, chairman of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee. It was not clear if
any senior GOP leaders had yet turned their
attention to the issue.

The gun control issue has been percolating
in congress since last spring, when two stu-
dents invaded their high school in Colorado
and killed 12 fellow students and a teacher
before taking their own lives.

The Senate passed a series of gun control
provisions a few weeks later, but a slightly
different set of proposals died in a House
crossfire when Republicans complained the
measures were too strong and some Demo-
crats griped they were too weak.
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Efforts at a compromise have moved fit-

fully since, and Hyde’s proposal marked an
attempt to find middle ground before law-
makers go home for the year.

The gun show issue is widely regarded as
the hardest to resolve, given close votes in
the House and the Senate.

Under Hyde’s proposal, all gun show pur-
chasers would be subject to a 24-hour check
under the proposal. Those that hadn’t been
cleared by then would be subject to a wait of
up to three additional business days.

Hyde’s proposal defines a gun show as any
gathering of five or more sellers.

The Senate-passed measure would give the
government three days to complete the re-
quired background check. The House meas-
ure that was defeated called for one day, but
extended that to other sales outside gun
shows that now are covered by the three-day
rule.

Current law regarding gun shows requires
background checks only for sales by licensed
dealers.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to in-
form the gentlewoman from California
that we do not have a text of a bill yet,
despite the Associate Press’s somewhat
premature remarks. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and I
have been meeting for many hours with
our staffs, and we are still negotiating,
so any text would be premature. I
would prefer releasing a text when we
have one, a final one.

I rise actually to support the gentle-
woman’s motion, but first I want to
commend the senior Senator from
Utah, who is the chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary and
chairman of the Juvenile Justice Con-
ference. And he has shown tremendous
leadership on this issue and has done
everything in his power to bring the
Senate, the House, and the administra-
tion together and hammer out a pro-
posal that can pass both Houses of Con-
gress and be signed into law. He and his
staff have put politics aside, rolled up
their sleeves and sought a solution.

I also want to thank the Speaker of
the House and the leadership of this
House. I have had their constant sup-
port and cooperation in finding the ap-
propriate balance of juvenile justice,
enforcement, gun safety, and cultural
provisions to respond to the horrific vi-
olence that plagues our society.

And, finally, I want to commend my
colleague from Michigan, the ranking
member of the House Committee on
the Judiciary. I have had the pleasure
of working closely with him over the
last few months to resolve the dif-
ferences in the House over this juvenile
justice provision. It is worth noting
that, after 41⁄2 years, we came to a bi-
partisan agreement on juvenile justice
legislation early this year. Unfortu-
nately, that proposal is now wrapped
up in a larger package of much more
controversial items, including gun
safety measures. I respect the courage

of the gentleman from Michigan to
seek a meaningful resolution to issues
that others would rather exploit than
solve.

Now, the gentlewoman’s motion calls
for background checks at gun shows
without loopholes, no weakening of
current law, and improved enforcement
of current firearms laws. To the gentle-
woman I say, consider me instructed. I
can state unequivocally that I support
each of these goals. Since the tragic
school shooting at Columbine high
school in April, the Committee on the
Judiciary has been holding hearings
and working on legislation to address
the growing culture of youth violence.
And the three goals stated in the gen-
tlewoman’s motion have been our guid-
ing effort. And they were reflected in
the legislation we brought to the House
floor in June, legislation that she and
many of her colleagues, unfortunately,
did not support.

While I support these laudable objec-
tives, I do not support using them as a
Trojan horse for more invidious goals.
I support mandatory background
checks at gun shows without loopholes.
I do not support eliminating gun
shows. I agree we should not weaken
current law. I do not agree that we
should allow for a national registry of
firearms.

But as I rise to support the motion, I
want to make a few points that I think
shed important light on the issues that
the gentlewoman’s motion addresses.
Her motion directs that our conference
report include a loophole-free system
that ensures that no criminals or other
prohibited purchasers obtain firearms
from nonlicensed persons and federally
licensed firearms dealers at gun shows.

Well, I hope the gentlewoman knows
that current law already requires fed-
erally-licensed firearms dealers at gun
shows to perform background checks
prior to the sale of any firearm, and I
trust the gentlewoman knows that
H.R. 2122, the legislation the House
considered on the floor back in June,
that addressed gun shows, would have
required that all vendors at gun shows,
including nonlicensed vendors, perform
background checks prior to the sale of
any firearm.

I assume the gentlewoman knows
that all of the persons on her list of
prohibited purchasers, ‘‘murderers,
rapists, child molesters, fugitives from
justice, undocumented aliens, stalkers
and batterers,’’ are prevented under
current law from lawfully purchasing a
firearm. And does the gentlewoman
know that the list of prohibited pur-
chasers under current law is actually
much longer than her list? All felons,
not just the few she lists, are prohib-
ited purchasers under current law.

Furthermore, an individual does not
even have to be a felon to be prohib-
ited, but merely needs to be under in-
dictment for a felony to be prohibited.
And the list also includes persons that
have been dishonorably discharged, and
persons who have denounced or re-
nounced their U.S. citizenship. That is
all under current law.

Now, I want to say that while I will
vote for this motion, I am concerned
about what the gentlewoman means
when she calls for a loophole-free sys-
tem. If by that she means mandatory
background checks at gun shows prior
to the sale of any firearm, with no ex-
ceptions and no loopholes, then I am
with her all the way. If she means,
however, to define gun shows to in-
clude every private gun transaction
under the sun, then I am not with her.
That would be a gross incursion of the
liberties that law-abiding U.S. citizens
enjoy and would represent an unprece-
dented degree of Big Brother.

And that is why I do not support the
so-called Lautenberg gun show provi-
sion. It goes far beyond requiring man-
datory background checks at gun
shows. Permit me to list a few of its
excesses. Its definition of a gun show is
so broad that it could include a few
family members or neighbors who
gathered together to trade firearms. It
imposed myriad new excessive regula-
tions on gun show organizers, seem-
ingly with the aim of driving them out
of business, including criminal pen-
alties for conduct of persons not within
their control. It required federally li-
censed vendors to do the background
checks for nonlicensed vendors at gun
shows. That is for their competitors.
And it would then impose new regu-
latory burdens on the federally li-
censed vendors, making it more dif-
ficult for them to stay in business.

And get this, it would further allow
Federal ATF agents to search a gun
show promoter or a federally licensed
vendor without reasonable cause and
without a warrant. And, finally, it cre-
ated a new huge gun control bureauc-
racy with vast new authority. Indeed,
the most oft repeated phrase in the
Lautenberg provision is, ‘‘as shall be
required by regulation from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury.’’

This new gun control bureaucracy
would make organizing and partici-
pating in a gun show so onerous and
costly that it appears to have been de-
signed to shut down gun shows alto-
gether. One example is handing to
every participant a copy of title 18’s
gun control regulations and statutes,
plus a copy of the regulations. As such,
it is my considered view that the Lau-
tenberg amendment does not represent
reasonable common ground as we con-
tinue to work toward reasonable gun
control.

What is reasonable gun control? Well,
how about a ban on importing large ca-
pacity ammunition clips; a require-
ment for the sale of safety devices with
handguns; Juvenile Brady, prohibiting
juveniles convicted of a violent offense
from owning a firearm; prohibiting mi-
nors from possessing assault weapons;
and, yes, mandatory background
checks at gun shows before the sale of
any firearm. This is what we propose.

The gentlewoman’s motion also urges
the conferees to, and I quote, ‘‘include
provisions that aid in the enforcement
of current laws against criminals who
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use guns.’’ I hope no one misses the
point that the motion is concerned
about the enforcement of firearms laws
already on the books. Let me say that
I share that concern, because the ad-
ministration has been derelict when it
comes to firearms enforcement.

Consider the following: In 1992, there
were 7,048 Federal prosecutions of Fed-
eral firearms violations. In 1998, there
were only 3,807 such prosecutions. This
is a reduction of nearly one-half. Over
the last 3 years, the total number of
prosecutions of gun criminals has been
pitiful. During that period, there were
only 38 prosecutions of juveniles in pos-
session of a handgun, that is over 3
years, even though juvenile gun vio-
lence is way up. There were only 22
prosecutions for illegally transferring
a handgun to a juvenile. There were
only 17 prosecutions for possession or
discharge of a firearm in a school zone.
And, get this, only one Brady Act vio-
lation or background check prosecu-
tion in 3 years.

Now, some can argue that the num-
bers fail to point out the States are
doing a better job. Well, even if the
States are picking up some of the
slack, it does not diminish the fact
that the Federal Government has been
prosecuting less. And less Federal pros-
ecutions mean less prison time by gun
criminals, because the Federal system
is the toughest in the Nation.

I also wonder if the gentlewoman is
aware that the McCollum amendment
to H.R. 1501, which passed the House in
June, included the armed criminal ap-
prehension program. This program was
precisely designed to, in the words of
the motion, aid in the enforcement of
current laws against criminals who use
guns. The program in the McCollum
amendment required the Justice De-
partment to establish an armed crimi-
nal apprehension program in each U.S.
Attorney’s Office. Under the program,
every U.S. Attorney would designate
one or more Federal prosecutors to
prosecute firearms offenses and coordi-
nate with State and local authorities
for more effective enforcement.

In conclusion, let me say I whole-
heartedly agree that enforcement of
current gun laws has become a na-
tional problem, even a national dis-
grace. I am glad the gentlewoman’s
motion makes the point and calls for
improved enforcement efforts.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I begin
my discussion by commending the gen-
tlewoman from California. This motion
to instruct is right on time. It tries to
put together what the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and I are working
on into a general picture that can lead

to a resolution that will satisfy the
majority of the Members of the House
of Representatives and the American
people.
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Now, if we can accomplish this dif-
ficult goal, I think that we will have a
successful conclusion to a serious prob-
lem that has been neglected for far too
long.

May I also say to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) that negotiations
have been in total good faith from the
beginning. It is not out of order for me
to let everybody know that we are
meeting on this even as the motion to
instruct is being resolved here on the
floor; and these meetings will go on as
long, as often, as frequently is nec-
essary if between us and the forces that
we represent we can hammer out a con-
sensus that will lead us to a position
that the majority of the Members of
this House can repair. If that happens,
I will be very personally gratified.

Now, these discussions are in good
faith. They have been productive over
the last 2 months. The possibility of
reaching a bipartisan agreement on
reasonable and commonsense gun safe-
ty legislation is good. It is positive. It
is in that spirit that I join both the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) and the chairman of the
committee in urging that the motion
to instruct be adopted by as great a
majority as is possible.

It is true that the descriptions of the
compromises that the chairman and I
are working on have been inaccurate
and incomplete. But that is not news
with the press. The media has not been
a party to our meetings. They do not
know what we have been talking about
and what agreements have been
reached. But let me tell my colleagues
what, in my mind, are the kind of
things that we should be looking for if
we are going to resolve the question of
commonsense gun safety legislation.

Would it not be wonderful that there
would be no exemption of a substantial
number of gun shows for events where
guns are sold simply because other
items are sold as well? I think that is
reasonable, and I hope that we will in-
clude this in our thinking on both sides
of the aisle.

Would it not be wonderful if pro-
posals for independent check reg-
istrants that will invite fly-by-night
background checkers who will consum-
mate sales that are difficult to trace
may be impossible, making the en-
forcement of our gun laws against dan-
gerous criminals who use guns even
more unlikely, eliminating sufficient
recordkeeping requirements which
might tempt fraud to enter into this
system?

There should be, in my view, no ex-
clusion of coverage of domestic vio-
lence offenders and mentally disturbed
individuals from the background check
requirement. And hopefully, unconsti-
tutional provisions, the Ten Command-
ments proposal, for example, is some-

thing that probably does not materi-
ally fit into the notion of how we
achieve commonsense gun safety in
America.

So personally, my colleagues, I be-
lieve that these matters are resolvable.
We are still confronted with the goal of
coming to a conclusion and then going
into conference. After all, the meetings
are not going to solve the problem. The
meetings are laying the groundwork
for the conference committee to come
to the agreements that the chairman
and I are struggling toward.

There are over 35,000 gun-related
deaths in the country, and the ease
with which wrongdoers can obtain
semiautomatic weapons and other fire-
arms is a national outrage.

So what we seek is to meet the mod-
est goals established in the Senate-
passed bipartisan gun violence bill. I
will continue to commit to do every-
thing in my power to see that this is
accomplished.

Again, I commend the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the wise
comments of the chairman and ranking
member. I am concerned, however, that
despite all the good will and the com-
ing together about this motion, we met
last on August 3, we gave speeches to
each other as conferees; and now it is
September, midterms are almost here,
and we still have not gotten anything
into law.

So that is a concern, and it is shared
by the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MCCARTHY).

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the motion
to instruct the conferees on the Juve-
nile Justice Reform Act.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) and I offer this motion
to help move the conference committee
forward towards approval of effective
juvenile justice legislation that will
help save children’s lives.

I will skip part of my written testi-
mony mainly because of what I have
already heard tonight. I think what is
important to realize is why did we even
start this journey. It all had to do with
the shooting at Columbine.

We know the gun that was used in
that particular shooting was bought at
a gun show. No questions asked. That
is why we are dealing with the gun
show loophole. That is why we are
here. That is what the American people
want us to do.

Our job here is to listen to the Amer-
ican people. Our job here is certainly
not to be on an emotional fever but
certainly to say we are listening and
we are trying to work something out.

But I have to say, people in this
chamber seem to think that we might
be able to get through some sort of a
gun show amendment that is not going
to close the loopholes. The American
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people are watching this. Being some-
what of a newer Member, I have a great
deal of faith in the American people
now knowing when there is a good bill
and there is a bad bill, and they will
judge us on that. And I think that is
the important thing to remember.

Tomorrow, on the steps of this Cap-
itol, the beginning of the yearlong pro-
cedure as far as a million women,
mothers, grandmothers will be starting
so they can be here next Mother’s Day.
They are going to be the ones that are
going across this country saying that
we have to do something.

I say to all of us, let us work to-
gether, let us put a good bill through,
and let us not have the NRA write
something up knowing that they do not
want anything done.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the motion
to instruct the Conferees on the Juvenile Jus-
tice Reform Act. The Gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia and I offer this motion to help move the
Conference Committee forward, toward ap-
proval of effective Juvenile Justice legislation
that will help save children’s lives.

The motion is simple and straightforward. It
contains a 3-part instruction:

(1.) The Juvenile Justice legislation should
include a loophole-free system that assures
that no criminals or other prohibited pur-
chasers obtain firearms from gun shows; (2.)
The Juvenile Justice bill should not include
provisions that weaken current gun safety law;
(3.) The Juvenile Justice legislation should in-
clude provisions that aid in enforcement of
current laws.

I urge all of my colleagues to support the
motion to instruct. I believe it is fundamentally
important that the House overwhelmingly sup-
port this balanced motion because the Amer-
ican people are looking to Congress for lead-
ership. The American people want Congress
to help make our school’s safer.

If we are going to make our schools safer,
we have to address the issue of easy access
to guns. In every one of the tragic school
shootings over the last two years, it was too
simple for children to get a hold of guns. In
Littleton, Colorado, Eric Harris was able to
purchase a TEC–9 used in the Columbine
High School shooting no questions asked at a
gun show. The motion to instruct includes a
provision requesting that the conferees close
the deadly gun show loophole.

The motion to instruct also includes a provi-
sion that states we must NOT weaken current
gun law. Before Members vote on the motion,
I think it is important that we remember why
we are having the debate over juvenile justice.
As my colleagues know, legislation regarding
juvenile justice stalled last year. And the Juve-
nile Justice bill was moving slowly this year
until the shooting at Columbine High School
caused the American people to stand-up and
say that Congress must do something about
kids and guns.

It would be a total disaster if Congress re-
sponds to the recent outbreak of school shoot-
ings by approving a Juvenile Justice bill that
actually weakens our current gun safety laws.
I would warn my colleagues that the American
people will not be fooled by a juvenile justice
bill that responds to the deaths in our schools
with NRA-drafted proposals that do not truly
address the problem of children’s access to
firearms.

We are fighting for children’s lives here.
Congress must approve a bill that truly pro-
tects our kids by keeping guns out of the
hands of juveniles and criminals. I urge my
colleagues to support the motion to instruct
and show the American people that Congress
is listening to their concerns.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me add my appreciation to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) for this motion to instruct.
It is constructive because it says to
those of us who are conferees that, one,
we still have a task to do and this is
how we should do it.

In addition, let me frankly thank the
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS). It tells us, I say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE)
that we should not believe everything
we read.

I am delighted that there are ongoing
discussions regarding gun safety laws
in America and that, in fact, even
though there are ongoing discussions,
those of us conferees will be included in
those discussions, for we have a great
concern about gun safety but, more im-
portantly, gun violence that needs a re-
sponse.

Needless to say, our Nation leads the
world in firearm deaths. Particularly
as it relates to deaths, the leading
cause of death in 100,000 people are fire-
arms.

We already heard many times before,
particularly this morning as many of
us read, a number of children who have
died from gun violence since Col-
umbine that 13 children die every day
and that firearms are the fourth lead-
ing cause of deaths among children age
5 to 14.

I would like to just simply refer my
colleagues to a series that was done,
‘‘America Under the Gun.’’ I think it is
worth noting some very important fac-
tors here that talk about the number
of killings that we have had, the weap-
ons used, the Uzi semiautomatic, a .40
caliber Glock semiautomatic, a .9 mil-
limeter pistol Glock, a .357 Magnum re-
volver, a Tec DC–9 handgun, .22 Ruger,
a .38 caliber Smith & Wesson revolver.
A number of these that were used to do
a series of killings across this Nation
had an automatic ammunition clip.

At this point in time, Mr. Speaker,
we do not have that provision nailed
down in the conference. But I am glad
that our chairman has indicated, along
with my support and that of the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE) and Senator FEINSTEIN that
we are going to discuss and get into
this bill the prohibition on automatic
clips. This is important because this is
what we see as one of the main causes
of deaths.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I do not
know how many of us know in addition
to the loopholes in gun shows that in
many States children can go unaccom-

panied into these gun shows. I would be
looking for the chairman to work with
him to at least do as much as we do for
children going into R-rated movies
where children under 17 cannot go into
these movies of violence without an
adult; but yet we allow children ran-
domly to go into gun shows where we
found that many of the perpetrators of
violent crimes have gotten their guns.

This instruction emphasizes to us
that we must not weaken gun safety
laws. And as well, Mr. Chairman, it em-
phasizes to us that we must get down
to our task.

I simply close, Mr. Chairman, by say-
ing that although the Second Amend-
ment stands strong, guns are not relics;
guns can be regulated. We must regu-
late guns on behalf of our children. Let
us get to the conference and do our job.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
Chicago Tribune, September 22, 1999:

Two Fenger High School students were in-
jured Tuesday when a gunman opened fire on
a crowd of students walking home, Chicago
police said.

Authorities said between 6 and 12 shots
were fired, sending the students scurrying
for cover. Witnesses told the police the
shooter was a 17-year-old male who had been
expelled from the South Side High School a
year ago.

The shooting near Fenger took place about
3 p.m. A large group of students walking
south on Wallace began arguing with a
smaller group of at least four people near the
intersection.

The gunman, who was in the smaller
group, allegedly pulled out a handgun and
began firing into the other crowd of stu-
dents. It was unclear whether the gunman
intended to hit the two injured students or
whether he knew them.

‘‘It’s crazy. It’s just crazy out there,’’ said
Crystal Allen, Darrell Allen’s mother, as she
rushed into the hospital’s emergency room.
‘‘Your kids can’t even walk to school with-
out being shot. It’s a shame. They have
metal detectors in the schools. But what
happens when they walk outside?’’.

Conferees, please do something
meaningful to keep guns from turning
school yard brawls into injury and
death.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary for his courtesy in yielding me
the time and also for his leadership on
these most important issues.

I think perhaps, colleagues, the best
thing we could do in this debate, which
will certainly not be the final word, we
will debate this issue many, many days
this session and the next session of
Congress, is to provide a little bit of
background.

All of us talk about prosecution of
violent crimes, prosecution of crimes
involving firearms.
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We also talk about providing the nec-
essary resources to our Department of
Justice to enforce those federal laws
that relate to violent crime. I think it
is important to place this debate in
context, to look at the increases in the
Clinton administration Department of
Justice budget that had been provided
by the Congress for the administration
to carry out its mandate to enforce
those Federal criminal laws including,
but not limited to, those that relate to
the use of firearms.

One does not have to see the small
print on this chart to recognize that
there has been a substantial increase
just over the last 6 years of the Clinton
administration in the billions of dol-
lars that have been provided to the De-
partment of Justice for its budget in-
creasing from 9.63 billion to 14.82, well
over a 50 and close to a 55 percent in-
crease. One would expect to see not
necessarily a 55 percent increase in the
prosecution of the criminal use of fire-
arm statutes during the same period of
time, but perhaps leave something
close to it. Certainly one would not ex-
pect to, given the rhetoric of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration, expect to see
even a modest decrease in the prosecu-
tion of criminal use of firearms during
the last 6 years.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, that is,
in fact, what we see. We see a substan-
tial decrease in the prosecution of the
criminal use of firearms during each
year from 1992 to 1998, nearly a 50 per-
cent decrease.

So at the same time as we have in-
creased the budget for the Department
of Justice to prosecute violent crimes
by over 50 percent, we have seen a 50
percent decrease in the actual prosecu-
tions of these cases. Therefore, those of
us on this side of the aisle serving on
the conference committee on this piece
of legislation are concerned that we, in
fact, provide something more than sim-
ply more money for the Clinton admin-
istration to prosecute violent crime,
and that is in fact one of the things
that we are looking at. We are looking
at, for example, programs that actually
work, such as Project Exile in the
Richmond, Virginia area which re-
sulted over about a 2-year period in a
40 percent decrease in the incidents of
violent crimes in that jurisdiction.

The way that this came about was
very simple. An Assistant United
States Attorney in Richmond called
the local prosecutors and law enforce-
ment officials into his office and said,
‘‘If you bring me the gun cases, I will
prosecute them. If you build it; they
will come. If you bring me those cases,
they will be prosecuted; I guarantee
you,’’ he told them, ‘‘and I will seek
maximum penalties under the federal
laws.’’ The fact of the matter is that he
did just that. He developed the credi-
bility with local law enforcement, and
the results speak for themselves. That
is what we need to be doing, Mr.
Speaker.

Now I understand the gentlewoman
from California, and I would presume

that she agrees with us that what we
ought to be looking at is more than
simply providing more money to an ad-
ministration that has received substan-
tially more money to prosecute cases
yet has not done so, that we ought to
be looking at ways to prod the admin-
istration and future administrations to
actually prosecute gun cases, to actu-
ally prosecute those who commit a fel-
ony every time they provide mis-
leading or false information on the in-
stant background check form. Rather
than talk about so many tens, if not
hundreds of thousands, of felons who
have escaped, who are not able to pur-
chase firearms because of the NICS sys-
tem, let us talk also about those very,
very few, .2 percent, that have actually
been prosecuted for committing what
amounts to about as close as one can
get to an open and shut felony. They
put false information on that form; the
form says if they do so, they are sub-
ject to a 5-year penalty in the Federal
penitentiary, and, in fact, those cases,
if they were prosecuted, would send a
very important message to the Amer-
ican people.

So in conclusion, and in support of
what the chairman and us on this side
of the aisle, those of us on this side of
the aisle concerned with doing some-
thing that actually does more than
just talk about these problems; what
we are trying to do is to work with the
conferees and present back to this body
something that this body actually had
a chance to vote on. Yet the vast ma-
jority of Democrats, even most of those
who voted for the so-called Dingell
amendment to tighten up on provision
of background checks, national instant
checks at gun shows, they turned
around and then voted to kill the bill
that had that provision in it.

What we are trying to do is to put
politics aside and look at the substance
of these issues, look at the substance of
providing the guarantees insofar as we
are able and the impetus for pros-
ecuting these gun cases to provide the
resources to the Department of Jus-
tice, that it needs to do so. None of us
are interested in weakening current
gun laws. That is a red herring. None of
us are interested in doing that, and
there is nothing in the bill that we are
considering in the conference report
that would do that.

So, Mr. Speaker, one really has to
wonder when one looks at the language
of the gentlewoman from California
which provides for a loophole-free sys-
tem, includes provisions that do not
weaken current gun safety law; we are
not in disagreement on those, and in-
cludes provisions that aid in the en-
forcement of current laws; we certainly
support that. One has to wonder, since
she disagrees with what we are saying
what the agenda is. Is there a hidden
agenda there? What is the purpose of
this other than to provide a smoke-
screen for perhaps other legislative ini-
tiatives that the House has already
voted down?

So, Mr. Speaker, I would urge my
colleagues to vote against this motion

to recommit with instructions, allow
the flexibility to our conferees, as pro-
vided by the House and by the Senate,
to work on these matters, bring this
matter back to the House and to the
Senate with measures that have some
actual teeth in them, that have more
than sound bites, that provide our law
enforcement officials and our prosecu-
tors at the national level and at U.S.
Attorneys’ offices across the country
the tools that they need to actually get
something done.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the
motion to instruct offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN), and I applaud her for her
consistent leadership on this issue.

With approximately 13 young people
dying each day since the Columbine
massacre, almost 2,000 young people
have been victims of gun violence, and
yet as more and more children become
statistics, this Congress continues to
look the other way.

Since the beginning of this debate,
opponents of tough gun safety meas-
ures have relied on the strategy of
delay, delay, delay. This motion to in-
struct is a signal to the conference
committee that delay is no longer ac-
ceptable. It tells the conferees that we
cannot wait until another child falls
victim to gun violence before we act.

This motion does three things.
First, it says that the bill should en-

sure that no criminals are able to pur-
chase guns at gun shows; second, it
says that a conference report should
not weaken current law; and third, it
says that we should work to strengthen
enforcement of existing gun laws.

I cannot think of a single reason why
anyone would oppose this motion to in-
struct. Please vote for the motion to
instruct.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to add my voice to the de-
bate on juvenile justice. Mr. Speaker,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) has introduced this motion
to instruct conferees. Since we ap-
proved the bill in the House on June 17,
and the Senate on July 28, to date
there has been no motion on the con-
ference between the House and the Sen-
ate on this legislation. In the mean-
time, children across America die as a
result of violent crime.

My colleague has instructed the con-
ferees that would require a loophole-
free system. People keep saying, ‘‘Well,
what do you mean a loophole-free sys-
tem?’’ We are talking about the fact
that under a 24-hour gun check in a
gun show people whose records are not
clear in records like on post cards or
index cards in little communities
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might get a gun because if one does not
reveal it within 24 hours, they still get
a gun. That is what we are talking
about, loophole-free, loop-free situa-
tions.

Let me say this to my colleagues. In-
nocent children like those in Fort
Worth, those in Columbine, and those
across our country whose names unfor-
tunately never reach the media be-
cause they die on the streets of this
Nation unnoticed are worried about
what is happening with this gun con-
trol legislation. I encourage all of my
colleagues who are here on this floor
within my voice to vote in favor of the
motion.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute to respond to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) who
just spoke.

We are not delaying this. We are
working as hard as we can. It is no easy
matter to reconcile the left, the right,
the center, the pro-gun, the anti-gun,
the liberals, the conservatives. This a
very difficult question.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) told us earlier that we have
been meeting even today, and we are
going to meet tomorrow. We are work-
ing very hard, and please do not beat
us over the head that we are trying to
delay this. We are moving with all de-
liberate speed, I can assure the gentle-
woman from Ohio, and if she doubts it,
ask Mr. CONYERS.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I Yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
do not mean to point a finger. What I
want to say is the people of these
United States want to hear from us. If
I am part of the delay, I accept the
delay. I am standing here saying let us
get it on.

Mr. HYDE. I understand that, Mr.
Speaker, and I am here to tell the gen-
tlewoman we are getting it on as fast
as we can, believe me.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. With all delib-
erate speed.

Mr. HYDE. Yes, speed. Emphasize
speed, but it takes deliberation, too.
We cannot do this, as my colleagues
know, with a snap of the fingers.

I know the gentlewoman has had vast
experience in negotiating these mat-
ters, and I want to defer to her, but I
want her to know we are trying as hard
as we can. Believe me.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, while
we haggle over tax breaks and F–22
bombers, 13 children are dying each
day in this country as a result of gun
violence. While we play politics with
spending caps and budget priorities, 13
children will be killed by guns. So I ask
who is taking care of our children?

Nearly 5 months after the tragedy at
Columbine, we have done nothing to

strengthen gun laws or to enact com-
monsense gun regulations, but while
we have done nothing, 13 families every
day are faced with burying a child.
This is disgraceful that we have not
passed gun safety legislation this Con-
gress, and it would be even more dis-
graceful to pass a bill that actually
weakened current gun laws.

This is not a game. We are talking
about children’s lives.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Lofgren motion to instruct; and after
that when we tighten gun control laws,
then when we ask who is taking care of
our children, the answer can be and
will be:

We are.
But until then our children remain at

risk.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5

minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM).

(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
yielding this time to me.

This is a motion that I rise today to
support. As one of the conferees on
H.R. 1501 and as the principle sponsor
of the bill, I do very much want to sup-
port the gentlewoman’s motion; but I
want to take a few moments to speak
on the motion and on the ongoing con-
ference that is going on this bill.

First, let me address the first part of
the motion, that the conference report
include a, quote, loophole-free system
that assures that no criminals or other
prohibited purchasers obtain firearms
from nonlicensed persons and federally
licensed firearm dealers at gun shows,
unquote.
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I hope everybody knows that feder-
ally licensed firearm dealers now under
current law are required to perform
background checks prior to the sale of
any firearm, whether they are making
that sale in their own store or at a gun
show. It does not make any difference.
That is current law.

The law currently provides that it is
a crime for these prohibited persons to
possess a firearm of any kind. What we
have been working long and hard on is
a provision that will address the other
sellers of guns at gun shows, ordinary
citizens who do not have as their prin-
cipal business the sale of guns.

I introduced a bill, H.R. 2122, to do
just that, which was debated on this
floor in June. Unfortunately, the bill
was voted down largely because most
of the Members on the gentlewoman’s
side of the aisle voted against it. Since
that time, some of us on this side of
the aisle have been working to come up
with a new and different approach, one
that attempts to address many of the
concerns that Members of the gentle-
woman’s side of the aisle have ex-
pressed during the debate on H.R. 2122.

I must say that our inability to find
common ground is caused by some of

the Members, including perhaps the
majority on the gentlewoman’s side,
taking an all-or-nothing approach. We
really do need to find a way to com-
promise this issue.

There is nothing magical in the lan-
guage that passed in the other body. In
fact, we have heard from thousands of
our constituents that the provisions of
the bill passed there would reach far
beyond what its proponents represent
that it would do. I know that the gen-
tlewoman and others on her side of the
aisle appreciate that there almost al-
ways are a number of ways to write a
law to reach the same end. All we are
asking is that she encourage the con-
ferees on her side of the aisle to be
open to a different way to accomplish
the goal that I believe we all share.

I must also express some confusion at
the provision of the motion that states
that we should achieve a, quote, ‘‘loop-
hole-free system,’’ unquote. I do not
think anybody intends to construct a
system with a loophole and I hope that
the gentlewoman is not intending to
use this provision to broaden the de-
bate on the bill. Up to this point, we
have been discussing ways to ensure
that no prohibited purchaser can buy a
gun at a gun show, that is, nobody who
is a convicted felon or has any other
disability that says they are not per-
mitted to own a gun. I am committed
and I have been committed to making
that a reality, but I must say that if
the gentlewoman seeks to use her mo-
tion to move the debate into regulating
every private gun transaction, then we
part company.

I believe that it is clear the Amer-
ican public does not support the Gov-
ernment regulating private firearms
transactions any more than they al-
ready do.

The gun show issue is another story,
and I agree with the gentlewoman on
that; and I think we should reach a
common ground to resolve this.

Finally, I must point out that the
gentlewoman’s motion speaks to only
one small part of the bill. I think it is
vitally important for Members to bear
in mind this bill contains a number of
very important provisions. Many of
them have enjoyed bipartisan support
for quite some time. It would be a
shame if we did not allow these other
provisions to become law because
Members cannot agree on a single pro-
vision.

The underlying bill is the juvenile
justice bill. It is a bill that was totally
bipartisan when it came out of the
Subcommittee on Crime and it is, I be-
lieve, totally bipartisan today, which
deals with an effort to put con-
sequences for juveniles who commit
misdemeanor crimes, the lesser crimes
than the ones with violence and guns,
give them consequences early on be-
cause all of the experts say that with-
out those consequences in the law,
which are not there today for a variety
of reasons, but principally because we
have an overworked and understaffed
juvenile court system in the States,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8530 September 22, 1999
without those consequences we see kids
thinking they can get away with crime
when they rob a store or they steal a
car or they steal a radio out of a car or
whatever, and later on then they think
they can get away also with violent
crime. They don’t believe they are
going to get punished.

I know that is a simple concept, but
it is a valid concept; and it is one that
all law enforcement and sociologists
who deal with kids understand.

The underlying bill addresses that
problem by providing a grant program
to the States to allow them to improve
their juvenile justice systems with
more probation officers, more judges,
more of all of those things they need,
including diversion programs for kids,
with only one caveat, and that is that
every juvenile justice system in the
Nation, every State, assure the United
States Attorney General that they are
going to punish a juvenile for the very
first misdemeanor crime and every
crime of a more serious nature there-
after with an increasingly greater pun-
ishment. That does not mean jail time.
It does not mean lock-up time. It
means community service or whatever,
but some kind of punishment.

So I certainly support the motion the
gentlewoman is offering, but I hope
that Members on both sides will see it
as a call to work more closely together
to reach what I believe is a widely ac-
cepted goal and pass what is fundamen-
tally a good bill and close the existing
loophole in the gun show law.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN) has 10 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) has 51⁄2 minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY) for purposes of a notifica-
tion.

(Mrs. McCARTHY of New York asked
and was given permission to speak out
of order.)
NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER A MOTION TO

INSTRUCT CONFEREES ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE
JUSTICE REFORM ACT OF 1999

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 7 of rule
XXII, I give notice of my intent to
offer a motion to instruct conferees on
H.R. 1501 tomorrow. The form of the
motion is as follows:

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York moves that
the managers on the part of the House at the
conferees on the disagreeing votes on the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill, H.R. 1501, be instructed to insist that,
one, the committee of the conferees should
this week have its first substantive meeting
to offer amendments and motions, including
gun safety amendments and motions; and,
two, the committee of conference should
meet every weekday in public session until
the committee of conference agrees to rec-
ommended a substitute.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), a Member of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the motion to instruct. I
think the motion to instruct is impor-
tant to correct a deeply flawed bill, a
bill that, in fact, left this House and
weakened the Brady statute; therefore,
has put lethal weapons, if it should be
enacted, into the hands of criminals.
Let me explain why.

During the past 5 years, the Brady in-
stant-check system has prevented ille-
gal gun purchases by more than 400,000
fugitives, convicted felons, drug ad-
dicts and others who cannot lawfully
possess a firearm. If we pass this bill,
we will be handing them a loaded weap-
on and inviting them to pull the trig-
ger. That is because the House-passed
bill denies the FBI the 3 days it needs
to complete its background check on
the very people most likely to have a
criminal history, like a convicted rap-
ist who traveled from Virginia to
North Carolina several months ago for
the purpose of buying a gun; or the
man convicted of armed robbery and
burglary in Georgia who drove to Mis-
souri last March for the purpose of
buying a gun; or the murderer in
Texas; or the arsonist in New Jersey
who went all the way to Mississippi
last April for the purpose of buying a
gun.

These are just a few of the thousands
of criminals who tried to purchase
handguns in the last 6 months and were
stopped because a 3-day background
check revealed their criminal history
before the sale could be consummated.

If the House bill had been the law of
the land 6 months ago, 9,000 of these
people would have been walking the
streets with a license to commit crime.
I ask my colleagues to think about
that before they vote. Think about the
lives that could very well be destroyed
because one of those 9,000 criminals got
a hold of a weapon and pulled the trig-
ger. Think about what we would have
to say to the families of the victims if
we allow the House bill, which weakens
the Brady bill, to become law.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY).

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Lofgren
motion to instruct for juvenile justice
conference. Mr. Speaker, I find it hard
to believe that despite the over-
whelming desire by the American peo-
ple for reasonable and common sense
limitations on access to guns, this Con-
gress has still not passed and sent to
the President the Senate version of the
juvenile justice bill.

The parents of America are con-
cerned, and given the tragedies that
have occurred across this Nation, they
have a right to be. They are concerned
about the proliferation of guns, of kids
gaining access to guns without trigger
locks, of guns being bought and sold at
gun shows and flea markets without
adequate background checks, and of

the ability to buy guns anonymously
over the Internet.

They are concerned, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause current U.S. law is inadequate to
prevent guns from easily falling into
the wrong hands. They are concerned
and want action by this Congress. In
fact, Mr. Speaker, they demand action
by this Congress. I would urge all of
my colleagues to support the Lofgren
motion, which instructs the conferees
to include a loophole-free system that
assures murderers, rapists, child mo-
lesters, and other criminals do not gain
access to guns, and instruct them not
to weaken existing gun safety laws.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. BLAGOJEVICH).

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
within the last 6 months, America has
witnessed shootings at Columbine High
School, the Jewish Community Center
in Los Angeles, hate crime shootings in
Illinois and in Indiana and now most
recently the shootings in Fort Worth,
Texas. In each one of those shootings,
guns were involved that were pur-
chased at either gun shows or at flea
markets. No surprise, last year in
America 54,000 guns were confiscated in
crimes that originated at gun shows.
The Senate-passed legislation, mir-
rored on the Brady law, would simply
apply the background check require-
ments at gun shows that we require at
retail gun stores. This Congress has yet
to do that. I urge the conferees to do
what the Senate did, provide common
sense, basic background requirements
at gun shows that we apply to retail
gun stores.

This is not, Mr. Speaker, about gun
control. This is about crime prevention
and about public safety.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
how much time I have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 51⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN)
has the right to close.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am looking forward to
supporting this resolution. I will say it
is a little distressful, and I searched for
a word and I came up with distressful,
to be unjustly criticized for foot drag-
ging. I would presume to direct those
who criticize us for lack of progress, I
would direct them to their committee
staff and to their ranking member for
verification that no one has been de-
laying a solution.

I want a solution. I am in good faith.
So is our staff. We have met time and
time again. These are difficult, emo-
tional issues; and they are not going to
be solved easily. It seems to me by ac-
cusing us lopsidedly, one-sidedly, of
foot dragging, my colleagues are in-
jecting a distinctly political tone into
an issue that deserves nonpolitical
treatment.

There is a lot of hard work ahead, be-
lieve me. We are a long ways from
agreement, but we are closer than we



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8531September 22, 1999
have ever been. I am committed to re-
maining at the negotiating table, and
not get stampeded, as long as it takes
to try and find reasonable, common
ground.

If my colleagues really want a bill,
and that is a question number one, do
my colleagues really want a bill? Or
are we to encounter gridlock and fail-
ure and say, see, these guys cannot
govern; they really cannot run the
House? There is that question, and I
have tried to dispel it. I certainly do
not think it animates the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and his
staff, because we have had excellent
discussions in the best of good faith,
and so I discount that.

There may be others who do not want
a bill because they do not want the Re-
publicans to have any success whatso-
ever. I would look upon this not as a
Republican success but as congres-
sional success that we can respond to
the tragedies that have bloodied our
country.

If we really do not want a bill, there
are a couple of ways we can kill it.

b 1930
One is to draw a bill that is empty

and hollow and meaningless, and the
other is at the opposite end of the spec-
trum: strengthen a bill to death.

Now, when we are negotiating, we
have people who we have to appeal to
differently on different issues. It is not
easy. We have to get some democratic
support. I do not think we have enough
on our side to pass this.

Now, either they can kill it, or they
can help us. But I ask my colleagues
for their help. They certainly have
mine. But to any of my colleagues who
accuse us of foot-dragging, please talk
to the staff, please talk to the ranking
member. My democratic colleagues do
not have to accept our statement that
we are doing the best we can.

Now, tomorrow, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MCCARTHY) is
going to instruct us to meet every day
in public. I will not object to that, but
we do not get things solved with formal
meetings. We talk, and we talk out,
and we find out what we can agree on,
what we cannot. We make trade-offs;
we do the best we can; and we come up
with a bill. Do we want a bill, or do we
want an issue? I want a bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN) has 51⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am confident that this motion to
instruct will receive support when we
vote on it from both sides of the aisle,
and that is a good thing, but it cer-
tainly does not solve the concern that
brought me here today and has con-
sumed our time here this evening.

As I think through the scenario of
how we got to this point in time, I

think back to earlier in the summer
when we had almost a surprise, really,
to some of us that the United States
Senate was able to come together after
the terrible tragedy in Colorado at Col-
umbine High School and to come up
with a set of modest, centrist measures
that would make the availability of
guns less so, in the hopes that the vio-
lence that beset the youngsters in Col-
umbine and in other schools in other
parts of our country would be dimin-
ished.

When this House took that measure
up, and I believe it was something like
1 o’clock or 2 o’clock in the morning,
we ended up with a measure, when all
was said and done and the amendments
concluded, that the NRA said vote
‘‘yes’’ on the bill, and handgun control
urged us to vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill. We
did not have a strong bill, as the Sen-
ate had done. So, we moved on to con-
ference.

Now, the conference committee met
just once, on August 3, and each mem-
ber of the conference committee was
permitted to make a statement, and I
did as well, and then we left town, and
the conference committee has not met
again since.

Now, I understand that the chairman
has, in fact, on many occasions sup-
ported centrist gun control measures.
He voted for the Brady Bill; I was
proud to be a part of the Hyde-Lofgren
amendment on clips, and I am hopeful
that we can get some sound things
done. I realize that this is not easy, but
it also needs to move apace, because it
is now September 22; and when we
talked in July, we were anxious to get
a good measure that would be in place
before school started. And now, as I
mentioned, my two high school stu-
dents are starting to fret about the
mid-terms that are almost here; and we
will be recessing soon if the target date
is to be believed. And so unless we can
pick up the pace, I am concerned that
we will not achieve our goal of getting
good, strong, solid, sensible gun con-
trol, gun safety measures adopted; and
I want to do that.

I can assure the chairman, I want a
bill. I want to be able to tell my chil-
dren that we managed to get some-
thing done that might make them a
little bit safer from gun violence. I
want a bill.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman said, do
we want to prove that the Republicans
cannot run the House. Well, no. I think
on September 22, without our appro-
priations done, that has already been
proven. We do not need to prove it with
a gun bill stalled in the conference
committee and not brought to the
floor. I want strong legislation. I will
work on a bipartisan basis to get that
done, but what I will not do is to stand
silent if the measure comes back and
there is actually less safety for the
children of America than exists in cur-
rent law. That I cannot do. That is
what we were faced with that early
morning in July when the House took
up its measure.

It is not comfortable. It is not a de-
light to stand here and make motions
to instruct and to be somewhat ob-
streperous; but I would rather do that
than not come to a conclusion, than
not to stand up for the mothers who I
represent in this House. And when I go
home and I am in the grocery store,
the other mothers want to know how
come we cannot get this done, some-
thing this simple. They cannot under-
stand it. And I cannot really explain it
to them, because I cannot understand
it either.

So let us reach out across the aisle,
let us work together, let us get this
done. Let us make sure it is solid, that
it is valid, that it is honest, it is true,
it is tough, and it is done promptly. I
would urge that we bring some of these
discussions out into the open. There
have been many discussions between
the chairman and the ranking member,
I understand, and I have no doubt that
they are sincerely done and difficult
discussions. But sometimes the light of
day can help move things forward a bit.

So I am hopeful that we will be able
to do that.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
at the participation of all of the Mem-
bers of the House. I look forward to a
very positive vote on this motion to in-
struct.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are postponed
until tomorrow.

f

SENSE OF HOUSE IN SUPPORT OF
NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
WEEK

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Government Reform be discharged
from further consideration of the reso-
lution (H. Res. 293), expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
in support of ‘‘National Historically
Black Colleges and Universities Week,’’
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, under my
reservation, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) to explain
the bill.
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Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman for yielding.
The purpose of this bill is to recog-

nize the 105 historically black colleges
across this country that have served
not only the interests of the black
community, but this country, in pro-
viding a sound and fruitful education
for people of color over the past many
years in this country. We want to
make sure that we recognize those in-
stitutions during this particular week
known as National Historically Black
Colleges and Universities Week, and
the purpose of this resolution is to me-
morialize that.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, as
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service, I have come to this
House to support many resolutions.
However, as a graduate of an histori-
cally black college; as a member of the
Board of Regents of Morgan State Uni-
versity, as a father of a freshman at
Howard University, and with five such
universities and colleges in my home
State of Maryland, I am especially
pleased to endorse and support histori-
cally black colleges and universities.

Historically, black colleges and uni-
versities should be commended in their
success in educating not only the privi-
leged among us, but the disadvantaged
among us also. HBCUs have performed
a remarkable task. They have educated
almost 40 percent of this country’s
black college graduates, they have
graduated 75 percent of black Ph.D.s, 46
percent of all black business execu-
tives, 50 percent of black engineers, 80
percent of our Federal judges, and 85
percent of all black doctors.

In addition, they have educated an
estimated 50 percent of the Nation’s
black attorneys and 75 percent of the
black military officers. The histori-
cally black health professional schools
have trained an estimated 40 percent of
the Nation’s black dentists, 50 percent
of black pharmacists, and 75 percent of
the Nation’s black veterinarians.
HBCUs can claim these significant suc-
cess rates because they maintain a phi-
losophy of high scholastic achievement
and career goals as well as an enriching
social and cultural environment.

Further, HBCU faculty are among
the most scholared in our Nation’s uni-
versity system; and as role models pro-
vide quality educational and practical
experience to HBCU students. HBCUs
can also be credited with making the
higher education financially attainable
for those who otherwise would not be
able to afford a higher education. This
is extremely important because edu-
cation is the key to the door of eco-
nomic prosperity. That is why I com-
mend Bill Gates, chairman of Micro-
soft, for pledging to spend $1 billion
over the next 20 years to give college
scholarships to thousands of academi-
cally talented, but financially needy
minority students across the country.
William Gray, III, President of the
United Negro College Fund, will help
administer the scholarship program.

The students in this program and in
the HBCU system as a whole not only
receive instruction that propels them
into blossoming careers but also re-
ceive a mandate to serve as leaders in
our country and in the world. In es-
sence, these schools have an enduring
commitment to educating youth, Afri-
can-Americans and other people of
color, and the disenfranchised, for lead-
ership and service not only to our Na-
tion, but to our global community.

As I have said, HBCUs open the door
to opportunities and promote leader-
ship and service. It should be noted,
however, that these items do not be-
come a reality if students are denied
positions, promotions, or the chance to
serve in certain capacities because of
their race or ethnicity. HBCUs have
produced congressional representa-
tives, State legislators, writers, musi-
cians, actors, activists, business lead-
ers, lawyers and doctors, and this reso-
lution recognizes not only historically
black colleges and universities, but all
of the people of color that they have
educated.

It also recognizes all of those edu-
cators and administrators who have
touched children and young people over
and over again, and indeed, touched the
future. Today, I am honored to pay
tribute to these historic and great in-
stitutions that have fortified our Na-
tion’s heritage and our future in edu-
cation.

Now it gives me great pleasure to
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN),
who has had a history of consistently
uplifting historically black colleges
and universities not only in his home
State of South Carolina, but through-
out the country.

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank my friend from Maryland for
yielding me this time. I want to also
thank the leadership of this body for
scheduling this resolution for debate,
and the chairman and ranking member
of this subcommittee for bringing this
to the floor with their support.

Mr. Speaker, the 105 HBCUs located
in our Nation are monuments and tes-
timony to the farsightedness and cre-
ative genius of those who have great
faith and confidence in the promise of
this great Nation. I shudder to think of
where I would be today had it not been
for Morris College in Sumter, my
hometown. My mother and father both
attended that school. I and one of my
brothers attended South Carolina
State in Orangeburg. Another brother
and sister-in-law are products of
Claflin College in Orangeburg. One of
my daughters attended Benedict in Co-
lumbia and many other relatives and
friends are alumni of Allen in Colum-
bia and Voorhees in Denmark.
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All six of these historically black

colleges and universities are located in
the congressional district that I am
proud to represent here in this body. I
believe in these institutions, and con-
sider them to be national treasures.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, last year these
institutions were collectively placed on
the list of our Nation’s most endan-
gered historic sites by the National
Trust of Historic Preservation. That
action was a great testimony, as great
a testimony as can be given, to what
we ought to be doing in this body to
preserve and protect these schools and
their campuses.

Mr. Speaker, I hope this resolution is
the beginning of renewed interest in
and support for these great institu-
tions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), who has
also been at the forefront of uplifting
historically black colleges and univer-
sities throughout our country, and cer-
tainly doing a great job in her own
State of Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) for his lead-
ership, and I thank the chairman for
joining us today and being supportive.
This is a compliment to all of us in this
House, Republicans and Democrats, for
it is a bipartisan salute.

I thank the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN), who offered
this legislation to acknowledge histori-
cally black colleges.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note
that there are 105 historically black
colleges and universities in the United
States. It is equally important to note
that we stated there are colleges and
universities. It means there are insti-
tutions who have undergraduate de-
grees and graduate degrees.

As noted by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, many of our
lawyers, doctors, Ph.D.s, and scientists
in the African-American community
have come from historically black col-
leges.

I am particularly proud to come from
a State with a number of historically
black colleges, and if I might share the
history of one, Texas Southern Univer-
sity, located in my district, it was
founded, unfortunately, in the ashes of
segregation. Heman Sweatt wanted to
attend the University of Texas School
of Law, but my State unfortunately in
the late 1940s would not allow a black
man to attend the State system. Yet,
the law required that he be educated,
so our school or our system in Texas
devised, if you will, what some thought
a second-class approach.

In the basement of the law school or
some of the buildings on the University
of Texas, Heman Sweatt was offered a
law school education. But out of his
persistence and determination, Texas
Southern University, originally called
Texas State College, was founded.

Many of the individuals who taught
at that school are heroes themselves. I
would like to note my father-in-law,
Doctor, or Mr. Phillip Lee, I promoted
him to doctor, but he is a hero to me
because he was a Tuskegee airman. He
brought that kind of quality and excel-
lence to Texas Southern University.
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Mr. Biggers, John Biggers, one of the

most outstanding African-American
artists in this Nation, was a teacher at
Texas Southern University. Both my
father-in-law and John Biggers were
graduates of Hampton University.

These universities are think tanks
for our communities. They were the
origins of some of the civil rights ac-
tivism, where they promoted and en-
couraged young people to have self-es-
teem. They promoted learning and in-
tellect and theory and thought.

Many of us know Dr. Benjamin Mays
of Morehouse. We are still reading his
works. So many young men who grad-
uated from Morehouse College can at-
tribute their own self-dignity and hu-
manity and intellect, such as Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, from Dr. Benjamin
Mays.

These are wonderful schools, and I
am delighted that those of us who are
members of the Black Caucus, as well
as those who are Members of this
House, Republicans and Democrats,
have not forgotten them.

Might I also cite Oakwood College, of
which I am a member of the board, in
Huntsville, Alabama. It is a religious
college but it is a historically black
college, organized in the Seventh Day
Adventist Church. It is a college that
has educated religious leaders around
this Nation. It has its own great his-
tory of civil rights activism, and it is a
proud citizen or a proud asset of the
great State of Alabama.

Might I say that in the course of my
work here in the United States Con-
gress as a member of the Committee on
Science, I have been very gratified to
offer amendments to enhance our his-
torically black colleges, along with
other colleges. We have promoted the
sharing of laboratory equipment, used
laboratory equipment from NASA and
our laboratories around the country,
our research laboratories. We have pro-
vided technical assistance to the lab-
oratories or to the schools, as well. We
have encouraged the Department of
Energy to look for its research part-
ners in historically black colleges.

We must remember that they are
there, and that they are American
treasures. As we remember that they
are there, let me join my colleagues in
promoting and asking and calling on
the President to issue a proclamation
calling on the people of the United
States and interested groups to con-
duct appropriate ceremonies, activi-
ties, and programs to demonstrate sup-
port for historically black colleges and
universities in the United States.

Just as I consider myself a preserva-
tionist on history in the United States
of America, let us never forget the rich
and rewarding part these historically
black colleges all bring to the Amer-
ican history story, because in fact they
started when times were bad. They are
now here in times that are good. We
should never forget from whence we
have all come.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to yield to my colleague,

the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS), as he again is another person
who has made historically black col-
leges and universities a major priority
of his. He has synchronized his con-
science with his conduct.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

I, too, rise in support of this resolu-
tion to recognize this week as National
Black College Week.

I also want to take the opportunity
to commend and congratulate my good
friend, the gentleman from Maryland,
for the outstanding work that he has
done, not only on behalf of black col-
leges and universities, but on behalf of
people throughout these United States
of America.

For more than 150 years, the histori-
cally black colleges and universities
have played a vital role in providing
students with an exceptional edu-
cation. These institutions have signifi-
cantly increased educational access for
thousands of economically and socially
disadvantaged Americans, particularly
young African Americans. HBCU stu-
dents have gone on to be recognized as
a strong influence for the common
good, both on campus and in the com-
munities where they are located.

I know firsthand the value of histor-
ical black colleges and universities, for
I, along with three of my brothers, four
of my sisters, four nephews, four
nieces, and I guess a host of cousins all
attended a historically black college,
which is now the University of Arkan-
sas at Pine Bluff.

In fact, three members of my staff
across the street all graduated from
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, Morehouse, Central State, and
Fiske.

Mr. Speaker, this week is definitely a
good week to recognize HBCUs and
their contributions to society, but it is
also a good time to recognize and pin-
point some of their needs. For many
years, historically black colleges and
universities as a whole have made ways
when there were no ways, have had to
make do, wondering how they were
going to make it.

As a matter of fact, I recall the
President of my university from time
to time calling meetings of students to
talk about whether or not we were
going to be able to make it through the
year. He was not only an educational
genius, but a most compassionate man,
President Lawrence Arnett Davis. We
called him Prexie.

So many of us had very little money.
I never will forget going to college with
$20 in my pocket on my 16th birthday,
wondering how I was going to make it.
How would I do it? But because of the
compassion of the individuals who were
there, because of their recognition of
me, because of their understanding, I
was obviously able to attend, to grad-
uate, and then to move on and become
a Member of the most august body per-
haps on the face of this Earth, the
United States Congress.

So I will always have gratitude for
the important role that these institu-
tions have played, but I will also al-
ways pledge to do everything in my
power to make sure that other young
people who are uncertain about their
future will have the opportunity to ex-
perience the offerings of these tremen-
dous institutions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), who
has also been a leader with regard to
issues confronting our educational sys-
tem throughout our country, but par-
ticularly in Illinois.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from Mary-
land for his efforts on behalf of the his-
torically black colleges. I want to com-
mend the chairman for his untiring ef-
forts on this particular resolution.

I also want to commend the gen-
tleman from South Carolina, Mr. CLY-
BURN, for his work, for his authorship
of this particular resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of House Resolution 293, a resolution
which expresses the sense of this House
of Representatives in support of Na-
tional Historically Black Colleges and
Universities Week, which began on
September 19, 1999.

Historically black colleges and uni-
versities, HBCUs, are post-secondary
academic institutions founded before
1964 whose educational missions have
historically been the education of Afri-
can Americans. Located in various re-
gions of the United States, there are
now about 105 HBCUs in existence.

HBCUs consist of a mixture of com-
munity and junior colleges, 4-year col-
leges and universities, and both public
and private institutions. HBCUs enroll
less than 20 percent of African-Amer-
ican undergrads, but HBCUs award one-
third of all bachelor degrees and a sig-
nificant number of the advanced de-
grees earned by African Americans
throughout this Nation.

Since inception, HBCUs have stood
poised as a catalyst for educational op-
portunity for generations of African
Americans. These institutions were
born of the belief that post-Civil War
black freedmen should become imme-
diately educated. These 105 institutions
which were created for this purpose
today continue to provide quality high-
er education and professional nur-
turing to a broad mixture of diverse in-
dividuals, including people of other
ethnic backgrounds and racial origins.

Today I rise to commend these insti-
tutions and their faculties, their stu-
dents and their administrators, those
individuals who have created this ini-
tial goal of providing quality higher
education to African Americans and
others.

b 2000

Mr. Speaker, I just want to relate
that I am a product of Albany, Georgia.
When I was in the kindergarten going
to my first school in Albany, Georgia,
as a 5-year-old, I always approached
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school with a certain awe, because lo-
cated directly across the street from
the grade school where I entered into
kindergarten was Albany State Col-
lege.

I believe that Albany State College
and my experience of watching and
being involved in that environment
have created a foundation that have
helped shape my life and have made me
the person that I am today. It created
in me a yearning for education. It cre-
ated in me a struggle and a strive for
excellence.

I know that historically black col-
leges throughout this Nation have pro-
vided doctors and lawyers and engi-
neers and professionals of all types. I
want to commend these institutions
because I know that the reason the 1st
Congressional District of Illinois is an
outstanding district, the reason that it
is a productive district is because, in
the 1st Congressional District, we have
a number of HBCU graduates from all
walks of life.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it gives me great
pleasure at this juncture to yield to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON), a lady
who also has put on her priority list
and made a major priority the lifting
up of our historically black colleges
and universities.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to just commend the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) in his leader-
ship and the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN) for joining him
and bringing this resolution and what
it means to, not only the African-
American community, but what it
means to America itself to be able to
be institutions that give young people
an opportunity that would not have
had an opportunity.

A mind is a terrible thing to waste is
what the college fund now says. But,
indeed, just think of the minds that
have been turned on and the contribu-
tions that have been made.

I am also a graduate of a small his-
torically black university, which is a
small Presbyterian school in North
Carolina. But I want to speak also, not
only to the uniqueness in terms of
speaking to people who may not have
had the resources, but also the unique
opportunity that they have to bridge
between the educational institution
that they have to offer and the commu-
nity, our land grant colleges through-
out the Nation, particularly 1890 land
grant colleges that make the transi-
tion between community and edu-
cation, again, the valuable services
they do for agriculture and for land
grant and development of commu-
nities.

So the community development, eco-
nomic development, providing that
kind of transitional university that
makes a difference in the vitality and
the survivability of our communities.

So not only do they educate us as in-
dividuals, as an adult, but they reach
out in the community and provide that
continuous transition.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
for his leadership and the vision and
having the country to recognize the
value that these institutions played for
the United States, not only for Afri-
can-Americans.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, as I conclude, I first
want to thank the other side and the
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
and certainly the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH), the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Civil Service,
and our chairman and our ranking
member of the committee.

It does make me feel good to know
that this is a bipartisan effort that we
have all joined together to recognize
these historically black colleges and
universities.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. CLAYTON) said something
that really I think hit home, and that
is that a lot of times I think when we
look at these historically black col-
leges and universities, we look at them
for the benefit that they have brought
to the African-American community.
But the fact is that what these institu-
tions have done, they have produced
people who have gone out to become
leaders and to make our entire society
a better society and to make our world
a better world. So it is the epitome of
what can be done when people are
given opportunity.

I have often said that one does have
all the genetic ability one wants to
have. One can have all the will one
wants to have. But if one is not given
the opportunity, one is not going to go
anywhere fast.

So with that, I just want to just
leave one note with us as I close. Mary
McLeod Bethune founded that Be-
thune-Cookman College in Daytona
Beach, Florida. She tells about how
that college was started. I will be very
brief, but I think this is very signifi-
cant in her own words.

She says, ‘‘I went to Daytona Beach,
a beautiful little village, shaded by
great oaks and giant pines. I found a
shabby four-room cottage, for which
the owner wanted a rental of $11 a
month. My total capital was a dollar
and a half, but I talked him into trust-
ing me until the end of the month for
the rest. This was in September. A
friend let me stay at her home, and I
plunged into the job of creating some-
thing from nothing.’’ Something from
nothing. ‘‘I spoke at churches, and the
ministers let me take up collections. I
buttonholed every woman who would
listen to me.

‘‘On October 3, 1904,’’ almost 100
years ago, ‘‘I opened the doors of my
school, with an enrollment of five . . .
girls . . . whose parents paid me fifty
cents’ weekly tuition. My own child
was the only boy in the school. Though
I hadn’t a penny left, I considered cash
money as the smallest part of my re-
sources. I had faith in a living God,
faith in myself, and a desire to serve.

‘‘We burned logs and used charred
splinters as pencils, and mashed

elderberries for ink. I begged strangers
for a broom and a lamp.’’ I haunted the
city dump and the trash piles behind
hotels, retrieving discarded kitchen-
ware, cracked dishes, broken chairs,
pieces of old lumber. Everything
scoured and mended. This was part of
the training to salvage, to reconstruct,
to make bricks,’’ listen to what she
said, ‘‘to make bricks without straw.
As parents began to gradually leave
their children overnight, I had to pro-
vide sleeping accommodations. I took
corn sacks for mattresses. Then I
picked Spanish moss trees, dried and
cured it, and used it as a substitute for
mattress hair.

‘‘The school expanded fast. In less
than 2 years I had 250 pupils.’’ She goes
on to tell how she built this school al-
most 100 years ago.

The fact is that, since that time,
many, many people have graduated
from that school and gone on. Their
children and their children’s children
have done well and have graduated. So
that is the history, and that is why I
guess we see so much excitement from
the members of the Congressional
Black Caucus and others because these
schools have, indeed, played a very sig-
nificant role.

I want to thank again the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) and the other
side for joining.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the resolution strongly. I want
to commend the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
for this resolution in support of na-
tional historically black colleges and
universities.

I do not believe I can match the elo-
quence of Ms. Bethune in her recitation
of her early days, but three things have
struck me this evening of particular
importance, and I wanted to reinforce
them.

Ms. Bethune said ‘‘something from
nothing.’’ What more telling comment
about the story of America than some-
thing from nothing. How apt to this
evening to have that shared with us,
the story of the founding of Bethune-
Cookman.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN) talked earlier about the
promise of this great Nation and that
the promise of this great Nation is
available for all, needs to be available
for all.

In the initial comments tonight of
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS), he hit on what that prom-
ise is. I think the first words out of his
mouth were ‘‘education is the key.’’ It
remains the key. It is the key in my
family. It is the key in his. It is the
key in every family across this coun-
try. Get the education. Use one’s mind.
Use one’s talents, whatever they may
be, to make something from nothing.

I am sitting here getting fired up
over this, frankly. Before we wrap up,
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one of the speakers spoke of the con-
tributions of these 105 historically
black colleges. I went and I checked, I
did a little research as to how it affects
this particular body. I went through
the list of sponsors of the resolution,
my curiosity being: I wonder how many
of them went to these black colleges.

I just want to put that in the RECORD
how this forum, how this body benefits
from the past efforts and future efforts
of these colleges and universities. The
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) has an honorary degree from a
number of these universities: Bishop
State, Central State, Howard, Morgan
State, Spelman College. There are oth-
ers here.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) graduated from Fisk Univer-
sity. The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS) graduated from Fisk Univer-
sity. The gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. BROWN), the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. HASTINGS), the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) have degrees
from Florida A&M University. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
has a degree from Howard.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
HILLIARD), the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK), the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) and again
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) have degrees from Howard.

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON) has a degree from Jackson
State University. The gentlewoman
from South Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON),
she has a degree from Johnson C.
Smith University. The gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP), the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. HILLIARD), and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
have degrees from Morehouse College.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
JACKSON), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TOWNS), and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
have degrees from North Carolina A&T
State University.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) serves on the board of trust-
ees for Oakwood College. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN) has a degree from South Caro-
lina State University. The gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON) has a
degree from Southern University A&M
College. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS), as I said, has a de-
gree from Spelman. The father-in-law
of the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) has a degree from Texas
Southern University.

This is what America is all about,
people taking their education and giv-
ing back. We have to go no further
than the walls of this forum to find the
positive benefit.

I thank the gentleman and his col-
league for bringing this resolution for-
ward. Something from nothing, we
ought to put that on the face of this
building, because it is so apt.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank the

gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
for what he just said, because I think
that it sends the word out from this
place that historically black colleges
and universities have, indeed, made a
tremendous contribution.

As the gentleman was talking, I
could not help but think about my own
history with a mother and father who
never got out of elementary school be-
cause they were denied the very oppor-
tunities that I was given. But I will
never forget going to Howard Univer-
sity and being embraced by the faculty
there.

We have not talked a lot about the
faculty and the administrators at these
schools, but I can tell my colleagues,
they are some very, very special people
who look at each one of these children,
not as a statistic, but as someone that
is like their own child. They want to
make sure that their children, that
their children, and they see them as
their children, are raised up to be the
very best that they can be. That is not
to say that that does not happen at
other schools. But I can speak for How-
ard, and I ask speak for some other his-
torically black colleges and univer-
sities.

The fact is that the gentleman from
California is right. If we look just with-
in the four walls of this chamber and
look at all of those people who have
been touched over and over again by
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, it says a lot.

When I dropped my daughter off at
Howard University a few weeks ago as
she began her freshman year as a sec-
ond-generation college-attending per-
son, I said to her one thing. I said, Jen-
nifer, I am excited about your possi-
bilities. I think that, when we look at
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, it is exciting, and we become ex-
cited about young people’s possibilities
because we know that they will be em-
braced. We know that they will be
planted in soil that is firm and fertile
so that they can grow and be the best
that they can be. All of it boils down to
opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 293

Whereas there are 105 historically black
colleges and universities in the United
States;

Whereas black colleges and universities
provide the quality education so essential to
full participation in a complex, highly tech-
nological society;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have a rich heritage and have played a
prominent role in American history;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have allowed many underprivileged students
to attain their full potential through higher
education;

Whereas the achievements and goals of his-
torically black colleges and universities are
deserving of national recognition; and

Whereas Senate Resolution 178 would des-
ignate the week beginning September 19,
1999, as ‘‘National Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities Week’’: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved,
That the House of Representatives—
(1) supports the goals and ideas of ‘‘Na-

tional Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week’’; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling on the people of the
United States and interested groups to con-
duct appropriate ceremonies, activities, and
programs to demonstrate support for histori-
cally black colleges and universities in the
United States.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

EPA MUST ENSURE THAT ALL
STATES LIVE BY THE SAME
EMISSION STANDARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to talk about clean air, grandfathered
smokestacks in the Midwest, air trans-
port of emissions, and smog in the
Northeast.

It is an especially good day to raise
this issue. The summer has come to an
end and the ozone levels in Maine ex-
ceeded Federal standards a dozen days
this summer. This did not happen at
measuring stations and traffic clogged
cities.

I am talking about Port Clyde. It is
a fishing village at the tip of a penin-
sula that juts out from the Gulf of
Maine and a good 2 hours from the
interstate.

I am talking about the top of Cad-
illac Mountain. It is the crest of Acadia
National Park, and there is not a
smokestack in sight. Acadia National
Park has had a pollution level this
year on par with Philadelphia.

This is all being created by ozone.
Ozone is created in a complex chemical
reaction due to smokestacks emissions
in the Midwest of exempted and grand-
fathered coal-fired generating plants.
And as it travels through the weather
patterns into the Northeast, along with
the sun and the heat, the combination
creates ozone. So as my colleagues may
know, Maine is in the downwind of
every State, and therein lies the prob-
lem. States upwind of the Northeast,
which may be in attainment, con-
tribute to the ozone pollution in our
region.

With the clean air amendments that
were passed in 1990, Congress acknowl-
edged the phenomenon of pollution
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transport and the political and sci-
entific difficulty of the problem. A
mechanism to find a workable solution
was created. These tools permitted the
EPA to establish the ozone transport
assessment group to recommend ways
to reduce ozone transport in the North-
east.

From these recommendations, EPA
may issue rules requiring States to
tighten ozone control to prevent the
transport of ozone. These are known as
the State implementation plans, or
SIP. In addition, individual States may
petition the EPA to force States sus-
pected of contributing to their problem
to reduce the offending emissions.

I am proud to represent a State that
has been a leader in the attempt to re-
duce ozone pollution, which may be
more commonly known as smog. It
rises when emissions from power plants
and cars combine with heat and sun-
shine. In the Northeast, we have been
reducing our emissions on an average
between 2.5 and 2.6 pounds of emissions
per megawatt hour, whereas in the
Midwest it is still in excess of 6.6
pounds.

In the Northeast, we have complied
with the regulations; we have made the
investments. The industries have gone
ahead and done what they were sup-
posed to have done, and have been at a
competitive disadvantage, but have fol-
lowed the letter of the law. All we are
asking for today, and tomorrow with a
dear colleague to Members here in this
body, and Members in the Senate that
have completed a dear colleague, and
signatures to the EPA, is to enforce
the regulations which they already
have on the books. We are not asking
for any new laws. We are not asking for
any new approaches. We are simply
saying to adhere to the law that is
there.

EPA deserves a pat on the back for
the work that they have done in bring-
ing this issue to the forefront. They
have the administrative capabilities to
implement and to finish the action
which they started. As a matter of
fact, today in a conversation in our of-
fice with the EPA, I was told that they
have promulgated regulations, which I
will submit for the record, which will
take effect on November 30, 1999 and
will allow for a 2- or 3-month window
beyond that time period before they
will require the States to have a plan
to reduce their emissions so that we
can reduce our ozone pollution, so that
we can reduce the threat to respiratory
asthmatics and others with health con-
ditions not to mention the environ-
mental conditions of our land and our
watersheds and the infecting of our
crops where we see that the continued
pollution is causing tremendous eco-
nomic and social and health costs to
all of our citizens.

This is not just within Maine or
within New England. We are looking at
the New Jersey shore, an industrial
park in Newark; we are looking at the
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, a
popular vacation spot on Lake Michi-

gan; we are looking at the remote Door
County in Wisconsin, a popular vaca-
tion get-away in the Midwest, which
has been plagued with twice as many
dirty days as Milwaukee; and the Great
Smoky National Park South by At-
lanta.

So this is a problem that is national
in scope. The EPA has the tools to do
the work. My colleague, the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), has initiated
legislation, and in working towards
that effort, we are going to continue to
put the full focus and force on EPA to
do their work.

Mr. Speaker, I am providing for the
RECORD the information regarding
EPA’s promulgation of a rule.

The EPA expects to promulgate a final
rule based on this proposal on or before No-
vember 30, 1999, when the interim stay ex-
pires. To address the possibility of any delay
of this final rulemaking, however, EPA is
also taking comment on an extension of the
interim final stay of the April 30 NFR in the
event that EPA needs more time to complete
the final rule. The EPA does not expect to
need to promulgate such an extension, but if
it were necessary, EPA anticipates that a
two- or three-month extension should suf-
fice. Providing for a possible extension, if
necessary, ensures that the automatic trig-
ger deadlines now in place will not become
effective through a lapse in the stay before
EPA completes this rulemaking. Under this
schedule, the 3-year compliance schedule for
source subject to an affirmative finding
would still be triggered in time to ensure
that the intended emissions reductions are
achieved by the start of the 2003 ozone sea-
son, as described in the April 30 NFR.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. EHRLICH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EHRLICH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE ‘‘FIRST’’
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, almost
2 years ago, the Congressional Caucus
on Women’s Issues held an important
hearing on the subject of brain develop-
ment from birth to age 3. One witness

said something that day that really hit
home with me. That witness was Dr.
Edward Zigler, the sterling professor of
psychology at Yale University, com-
monly known to all of us as the father
of Head Start. Dr. Zigler said that
there is nothing more important to a
child’s development than the bonding
between the infant and parents during
the first few months after birth.

I remember how I felt listening to Dr.
Zigler that day, because I knew how
few babies get that kind of start in life.
If today’s children are lucky enough to
have both parents living at home,
chances are that both work outside the
home, and it is just too hard, if not im-
possible, for new parents to take time
off from work without pay for very
long after the birth of a new baby.

I decided right then and there that I
would introduce a bill to provide paid
family leave to all parents. First, I met
with Dr. Zigler, however, and got his
support. Since then I have spent 2
years meeting with parents, meeting
with parent and child advocates, meet-
ing with doctors, researchers, business
and labor representatives, and meeting
with my colleagues to figure out what
is the best way to provide wage re-
placement as well as job protection for
new parents.

What I learned is that there is not
one best way to meet the needs of new
parents. In fact, there are many dif-
ferent opportunities to provide this
benefit. Some States are already pro-
viding income-protected leave for new
parents through their temporary dis-
ability insurance plans, such as my
State, California. Several other States
are looking into using a surplus in
their unemployment insurance funds
for this purpose. Others would like to
build on the existing Family and Med-
ical Leave Act. That is why I have in-
troduced the Family Income to Re-
spond to Significant Transitions Insur-
ance, or the FIRST Act, which is a
companion bill to legislation of the
same name introduced by Senator
DODD in the other body.

The FIRST Act gives States an op-
portunity to create paid family leave
programs for new parents as well as
paid leave for other family needs. The
FIRST Act does not tell States how to
provide income-protected leave, but it
helps them carry out the program of
their choice by authorizing $400 million
to share in the cost of providing wage
replacement for new parents.

Mr. Speaker, the recent tragedies in
our Nation’s schools and communities
compel me to ask the question, ‘‘Who
is taking care of our children?’’ We all
know that during those critical first
months it should be the child’s parents,
the child’s mom and the child’s dad.
But families are struggling to make
ends meet, and our children are getting
left behind.

Sure, the Family Medical Leave Act
gives parents the right to take leave
when a new baby joins the family. The
fact is, however, that a recent study
found that nearly two-thirds of the em-
ployees who need family and medical
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leave do not take it because they just
cannot afford to give up that income.
New parents must not be forced to
choose between taking care of their
child financially and taking care of
their child physically and emotionally.
With the FIRST bill we are taking the
first step, the step, to answering the
question, ‘‘Who is taking care of our
children?’’ For new babies, the answer
will be, ‘‘Their parents.’’

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks, and to include extraneous ma-
terial on House Resolution 293.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

SALE OF AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITIES TO TERRORIST
STATES IS UNACCEPTABLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, a
number of us have prepared a letter
that we will be sending tomorrow, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), chairman of the Committee on
International Relations; the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ); the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN); the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WEXLER); the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH); and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).
We are certain many others will sign
tomorrow.

We have prepared a letter, and we are
sending it to the Speaker tomorrow
and it reads as follows: ‘‘Dear Mr.
Speaker, we are deeply concerned
about a controversial section of the
Senate Agriculture Appropriations Bill
which would effectively reverse a quar-
ter century’s worth of steadfast resist-
ance to terrorism. Language inserted
by Senator ASHCROFT would allow the
direct sale of broadly defined agricul-
tural commodities to terrorist States
which have American blood on their
hands.

‘‘We would have thought that by now
Members of Congress would understand
the evil of appeasement and danger of
conducting business as usual with ter-
rorist governments. Americans con-
tinue to suffer attacks by terrorists
and die worldwide, yet certain Mem-
bers of Congress push for trade with
and financing for terrorist States. In-
clusion in the conference report of this
language would underscore a basic lack
of commitment to fight terrorism and
open the door to broader unrestricted
trade with terrorist States.

‘‘The controversial Ashcroft lan-
guage is not included in the House
version of the bill. However, Senate

conferees have rejected earnest efforts
to compromise and, in doing so, have
needlessly made this section increas-
ingly controversial and unacceptable.

‘‘Mr. Speaker, there is more to Amer-
ica than the drive to make money at
any cost. Profit from business with ter-
rorist governments is blood money and
is simply not acceptable.’’

Now, according to the State Depart-
ment’s overview of State-sponsored
terrorism, the 1998, the latest version
available, Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya,
North Korea, Sudan and Syria are the
seven governments that the U.S. Sec-
retary of State has designated as state
sponsors of international terrorism.
They would be the seven states to
which, if this Senate language is
passed, is accepted, we could start sell-
ing to, and financing would be per-
mitted.

According to the State Department,
and I read here, ‘‘Cuba maintains close
ties to other state sponsors of ter-
rorism and leftist insurgent groups and
continues to provide safe haven to a
number of international terrorists.

‘‘Iran continues to plan and conduct
terrorist attacks, including the assas-
sination of dissidents abroad. It sup-
ports a variety of groups that use ter-
rorism to pursue their goals, including
several that opposed the Middle East
Peace Process, by providing varying
degrees of money, training, safe haven
and weapons.

‘‘Iraq provides safe haven to terror-
ists and rejectionist groups, and con-
tinues its efforts to rebuild its intel-
ligence network, which it used pre-
viously to support international ter-
rorism. The leader of the Abu Nidal or-
ganization may have relocated to
Baghdad in late 1998.’’
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Libya harbors suspects in the bomb-
ing of the UTA Flight 772, although
French authorities agreed to try the
six in absentia. Several Middle Eastern
terrorist groups continue to receive
support from Libya, including the PIJ
and the PFLP–GC.

North Korea, though not linked de-
finitively to any act of international
terrorism in the last couple of years,
continues to provide safehaven to ter-
rorists who highjacked a Japanese air-
liner to North Korea.

Sudan provides safehaven to some of
the world’s most violent terrorist
groups, including Usama Bin Ladin’s
al-Qaida, and the Hezbollah, the PIJ,
and the ANO and HAMAS.

The Sudanese Government also re-
fuses to comply with the United Na-
tions Security Council demands that it
hand over for trial fugitives linked to
the assassination attempt against the
president of Egypt.

Syria continues to provide sanctuary
and support for a number of terrorist
groups that seek to disrupt the Middle
East peace process.

These are the states which if that
Senate language remains in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture conference re-

port, if it is included in that conference
report, will be eligible for American
sales and financing from the United
States.

I would remind my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, that it is unreasonable, I
would say naive, to assume that there
will not be a cost, a political cost, as
well as an ethical cost, to be paid for
helping terrorists states.

The American people are not naive.
The American people are not stupid.
The American people are going to re-
ject authorization of American sales
and American financing to terrorist
states.

I wanted tonight, Mr. Speaker, to
take this opportunity to inform my
colleagues and the American people
through C-SPAN of the urgency of the
moment so that they will get in con-
tact immediately with their Members
of Congress here in the House and tell
them, reject the Ashcroft language, re-
ject the pro-terrorism language that
Senator ASHCROFT included in the Sen-
ate agricultural appropriations bill, re-
ject the pro-terrorist state language.

The House continues to insist in that
rejection. The American people need to
make their opinions heard right now.

f

U.S.-SRI LANKA RELATIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to take this opportunity to talk
about the growing relations between
the United States and Sri Lanka, rela-
tions that I hope will be getting more
attention in the near future.

In particular, I wanted to mention
the upcoming visits of two distin-
guished Sri Lankan officials to Wash-
ington, D.C., next week.

At the beginning of this year, I
formed a new bipartisan congressional
caucus on Sri Lanka in an effort to
promote increased dialogue between
our two countries and to be a voice in
Congress for the approximately 100,000
Americans of Sri Lankan descent.

Formerly known as Ceylon, Sri
Lanka is an independent island-nation.
Its territory comprises one of the larg-
est islands in the Indian Ocean, about
the size of West Virginia, lying ap-
proximately 20 miles southeast of the
southernmost tip of India.

This South Asian nation of about 18
million people, a democracy where
both the president and the prime min-
ister are women, continues to work to
strengthen its relations both with
other developing nations and with
major industrial powers like the
United States.

To that end, the president of Sri
Lanka, Mrs. Kumaratunga, will be in
the United States within the next few
days, September 24 to 28, to attend an
annual International Monetary Fund/
World Bank meeting in her capacity as
the chairwoman of the Group of 24 of
the IMF.
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On Sunday, September 26, the Presi-

dent will host a reception here in
Washington. The Group of 24 comprises
a cross-section of countries in Asia, Af-
rica, and Latin America. The Group of
24 seeks to address economic growth-
related issues in the developing coun-
tries and to strengthen their financial
and monetary situation.

Mr. Speaker, while I welcome the
president coming to Washington for
these important international meet-
ings, I would like to see Sri Lanka’s
Head of State return to our Nation’s
capital for a State visit.

Earlier this year I wrote to President
Clinton asking that he formally invite
the president. The last presidential
visit from Sri Lanka to the U.S. was in
1984. President Clinton did respond to
my letter, although he did not commit
to extending such an invitation. How-
ever, as South Asia continues to as-
sume a growing importance in U.S. for-
eign policy considerations, I hope and I
will continue to push for a State visit.

Mr. Speaker, next week Sri Lanka’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr.
Kadirgamar, will be making an official
visit to Washington. Our Sri Lankan
Caucus will be setting up a briefing
with our Members and our staff with
the Foreign Minister tentatively sched-
uled for next Thursday. I look forward
to a productive meeting that will ex-
pand the dialogue between our two na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, bilateral U.S.-Sri
Lanka relations have always been
strong since Sri Lanka won its inde-
pendence from British colonial rule in
1948. In addition to our growing trade
relations, the U.S. and Sri Lanka have
a shared stake in promoting security,
stability, and democracy in South
Asia. Sri Lanka continues to work to
promote tolerance among the various
religious and ethnic communities that
make up its population. It is a country
that shares many of our values, and we
have many common interests that
must continue to be pursued.

Mr. Speaker, I hope next week’s visit
by Sri Lanka’s president and foreign
minister will contribute to this process
of closer relations with the United
States, and I urge my colleagues from
both sides of the aisle to join me in
continuing to work for closer ties be-
tween our two countries.

f

GUN VIOLENCE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I am here tonight again be-
cause we still have not passed legisla-
tion to add direction to the issue of
gun violence in America.

Given that we have been plagued by
gun violence in our schools across the
country, to the most recent shootings
involving Jewish children in Los Ange-
les and members of a Baptist church in

Ft. Worth, Texas, it is clear that there
is an overwhelming need for gun legis-
lation. We have an opportunity as a
body to address this issue.

The juvenile justice bills from the
House and Senate which are currently
in conference committee can provide
the American public with the action
they deserve on this critical issue.

I urge my colleagues to support my
bill, which would require child safety
locks on handguns, a bill which would
require all sellers at gun shows, flea
markets, and other weapon markets to
run an instant background check on
every one of their purchasers, and a
bill which would close the loophole in
the Brady law which would prevent fel-
ons from acquiring guns. We should
also raise the handgun purchase age
from 18 to 21 to effectively protect our
children.

Mr. Speaker, events around the coun-
try illustrate the need for these
changes in our laws to be enacted.
Thirteen children under the age of 19
are killed each day because of guns. In
1996 alone, 4,643 young people were
killed by firearms. Guns cause one in
four deaths of teenagers age 15 to 19.
Firearms are the fourth leading cause
of accidental death among children
ages 5 to 14.

Each year gun violence is getting
worse. From 1984 to 1994, the firearms
homicide rate for 15- to 18-year-olds in-
creased over 200 percent, while the non-
firearm homicide death rate decreased
12.8 percent.

How many more shootings, Mr.
Speaker, must occur before this body
will take substantive action? How
many more children must be slaugh-
tered by guns before we pass laws to
protect them? Is it necessary for every
congressional district within each
State to experience some traumatic,
violent event before we act on the issue
of gun violence?

Gun violence affects all Americans
regardless of age, class, religion, or
socio-economic status. Many countries
around the world do not have the same
level of gun violence as the United
States. This is a problem that has a
clear solution, legislation to stem the
tide of violence that has plagued us as
a Nation.

Mr. Speaker, in my State of Cali-
fornia alone, the number of incidents of
gun violence over the course of 10 years
is unacceptable.

In Berkeley, Kenzo Dix was gunned
down by a 14-year-old schoolmate when
he was accidentally shot when the two
were playing with a pistol. In Los An-
geles, a 14-year-old boy was acciden-
tally shot in the head and killed by a
friend showing off his father’s handgun.
In Oceanside, 4-year-old Christopher
David Holt unintentionally shot and
killed himself with a .357 Magnum re-
volver he discovered in a concealed
compartment at the head of his grand-
father’s bed.

Of the 5,000 children who die each
year because of guns, which averages
out to 13 per day, nearly 500 deaths are
accidental.

My child safety lock act, Mr. Speak-
er, which I introduced in the 105th and
106th Congress, would have prohibited
any person from transferring or selling
a firearm in the United States unless it
is sold with a child safety lock. This
bill and other legislation currently in
the conference committee will address
this issue.

We must have the ability to cross
party lines, Mr. Speaker, forget our po-
litical and ideological differences, and
pass legislation to avoid the continued
senseless bloodshed and loss of inno-
cent lives around our country.

I urge my colleagues to support legis-
lation which will create a safer envi-
ronment for all Americans and pre-
serve the future of our children.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

HURRICANE FLOYD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, two of
us will be talking on the floor and
maybe others will join us later on.

Mr. Speaker, according to FEMA, the
route many take to visit Disney World
in Orlando, Florida, is Interstate 95,
and it was designed to withstand the
500-year flood and more.

When Hurricane Floyd, with its
mighty wind and its rushing waters,
swept through North Carolina, it
caused Interstate 95 to close. Indeed, as
this photo shows, and I will pass a cou-
ple of them so my colleagues can see it,
Highway 301 split in two, washed away,
left impassable.

In fact, initially more than 500 roads
were impassable. Railroad tracks, and I
think my colleagues will see that in
this, railroad tracks were broken up
and rendered unusable. Bridges were
closed. Helicopters or boat, transpor-
tation mediums few in North Carolina,
has been the only means of travel for
many throughout the hurricane im-
pacted areas.

Mr. Speaker, Hurricane Floyd left in
its wake the worst flooding in the his-
tory of the State of North Carolina.
And more rain fell yesterday. The peo-
ple of North Carolina need help. They
need help now. It is not charity they
seek but a chance, a chance to recover,
a chance to restore, a chance to re-
build, a chance to put their lives back
on track. It is the kind of a chance
that we as Americans afford each other
when tragedy of this magnitude
strikes.

At least 42 persons are known dead.
Many more are unaccountable for, still
missing. The Tar, Neuse, Cape Fear,
and Lumber Rivers are all above flood
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stage. Even as the 20 inches of rain
that fell begins to clear, the flooding
remains. Dangerous and powerful cur-
rents are flowing, sweeping citizens
away, like the family of four from
Pinetops, like the 18-wheelers being
driven along I–95, or like the sedan
pushed in the pile of water, at least 4
feet of water, in Wilson, North Caro-
lina.

Thousands and thousands of homes
remain now underwater. Trees are
down. Power remains out for nearly
50,000 households. Now, that is down
from the more than 1.5 million that
were initially without electricity.
Water and sewage systems are in dis-
repair. Shelters are housing thousands
of citizens.

Today the FEMA director said in
North Carolina there are 35,000 homes
affected. More than 100,000 hogs have
been lost, 2.4 million chickens, 500 tur-
keys killed. Disease and contamination
is a real and dangerous threat, as ani-
mals’ carcasses clutter the roads.

Coffins dredged up by the flooding
have been seen floating in Goldsboro
and Wilson. Gasoline from flooded sta-
tions is now in the water. Industrial
waste is mixing with the other toxic
material, creating an unsafe and un-
sanitary health environment.
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Yet among all this tragedy there are
bright spots. The President released
more than 520 million to FEMA to ad-
dress immediate needs, then visit my
district last Monday, and my col-
leagues joined me there, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE)
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. PRICE). The President’s visit
brought hope even to those who were
hopeless, and we appreciate the effort
of FEMA to provide the ready made
meals ready to eat, ice, blankets,
water, temporary housing, grants and
loans, and emergency generators. We
also appreciate the hundreds and hun-
dreds of individuals from around this
country who are on the grounds help-
ing us out. The private sector is also
responding. Red Cross has opened more
than 49 shelters in our State. The Sal-
vation Army has 31 mobile kitchens.

Yet much more, much more help and
support is needed from citizens around
this country and from my colleagues
right here. That is why, Mr. Speaker, I
intend to join with Members of Con-
gress on a bipartisan basis from other
impacted areas to try to send a legisla-
tive package for further relief for the
President to sign. As a part of that
package, we need to update the law so
that farmers and small business per-
sons can be treated in a way that actu-
ally help them to recover. Actually
more loans may not do that because
many of them will indeed not survive.

Farmers and fishermen are among
those who have been hit the hardest by
Hurricane Floyd. Our loss already to
date we know in North Carolina ex-
ceeds more than $1.3 billion. We will,
therefore, need more resources, and

that will also be a part of the legisla-
tive package.

Mr. Speaker, the people of North
Carolina are resilient, and we will
come back from the situation, but we
will need the help of all America, and,
Mr. Speaker, I urge America and my
colleagues that in the spirit of North
Carolina to work with us, and I thank
Americans who have helped and re-
spond to us, and I urge my colleagues
to be responsive to the need.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. TOWNS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TOWNS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
NORTH CAROLINA NEEDS THE HELP OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank you for this opportunity, and, as
my colleague from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON) has just shared with us,
I want to talk for a few minutes about
some of the real damage that has af-
fected not only my district, but my
State, and the truth is some of this can
be said for a number of other States
and communities up and down the east
coast.

I have here with me this evening
three charts. The first one is a chart
from Wilson County. That is some-
where over 100 to 110 homes there, what
we would call mobile homes or trailer
homes in North Carolina and across the
country. But as you can see, the early
stages, all of these homes are under
water in some form, and all of them,
all, had to be removed and spent their
time in shelters.

As bad as this looks, in some places
in eastern North Carolina tonight
there are thousands of citizens of our
State who went into shelters on
Wednesday night, one week ago, fear-
ing the worst from Hurricane Floyd,
not realizing that a week later they
would be there, and fears greater than
they had ever anticipated have been re-
alized. Not only have they been in shel-
ters with people they did not know,
they are in shelters with their children
and with people who, many of whom

have not had an opportunity for a bath
in a week, but with the help of federal
and State and the good graces of indi-
viduals they have been fed, they have
been provided a place to stay, and as
bad as the conditions are in some
places, people are scrambling to help
make it better with FEMA’s help. And
I must, this evening, pay tribute to Di-
rector Witt who, I think he and his
people have just done an outstanding
job in coordinating it.

They had no idea that a week later
they would have, in some cases, no
home to go home to, no jobs to accept
when they went back because the busi-
nesses they worked for were gone. If
they happen to be farmers, their farms
are under water. All the crops this year
are gone because in North Carolina we
had a bad drought this summer, and
what crops were left are now totally
under water and gone.

If they happen to have been a tobacco
farmer and were able to salvage some-
thing, those tobacco barns are under
water, and what little tobacco they had
in those barns, they are under water.
Their tractors, all their equipment and
in some cases their homes, their cloth-
ing, and the only thing many of them
had when they left were the clothes on
their back.

It is a tough situation, and in some
cases places in my district are still
under water, but in places east of us
are even worse. There are whole houses
under water, and the water has not yet
subsided a week later.

This is an additional photograph
taken also in Wilson County. As you
can see, this was a commercial build-
ing, but behind it was supposed to have
been farm land. It looks like a lake. I
cannot tell you what kind of crops
were in it because they are under
water.

This is a photograph of one of the
towns. I traveled on Monday with the
President and a number of other people
from the district and Secretaries to
Tarboro and over to Pitt County where
the East Carolina University is, and
today they are facing the brunt of it
because the tidewaters have almost
reached their high point.

And for those who would think that
when we talk of hurricanes they think
of the coastline of North Carolina
which sticks out; they were talking
about the coast. I remind folks that
these are areas that have never been
affected by flood, some of them not for
500 years that we know of. They are
above the 500-year flood plain, and they
are flooded.

Most of these people do not have
flood insurance because there was no
reason to have it. They have lost their
businesses; in some cases, their homes;
and as I said earlier, every single thing
that they hold dear with their memo-
ries. Fortunately for most of them,
they still are alive.

We have lost a lot of life. Tonight
there will be more that will lose their
life before it is over with, and we will
find them when the waters go down.
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But there are some good stories.
On Monday, some people were on a

boat checking houses; and they heard
someone tapping, a noise on a roof of a
house. They crawled up on the house
because the boat went right up to it.
They knocked a hole in the roof of the
house, and out crawled 11 people.

As water started to rise and rising so
fast, the people in the house went up,
and they kept going up, and they fi-
nally went up in the attic, and there
was nowhere else to go; and they were
trapped.

So there are stories of saving lives
and heroism from all the groups you
could think of from firemen, to rescue
squads, to FEMA, to all groups. I will
not try to list them this evening, but
they deserve a great deal of credit; and
as the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. CLAYTON) said, the people in
North Carolina are not unlike the peo-
ple anywhere in America. They are
tough folks. They will bounce back,
but they need help.

There is a reason we call them Tar
Heels. They stick to it, and they get
things done. They are tough people.

But we are going to need this Con-
gress to take action on a disaster bill
before we go home. Our farmers will
not be able to plant next year if they
do not get help. They have lost every-
thing. Many of our business people will
not be able to continue and provide
jobs, and thousands and thousands of
people have lost their home and every-
thing they have.

I call on this Congress to take the ac-
tion that we would take for anyone
else in America. We have responded to
world crises, it is now time to respond
to those of us in North Carolina.

f

THE HIGH COST OF PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say, first of all, after listening to my
colleagues from North Carolina, that
the rest of us in this Chamber feel
deeply about the plight of so many peo-
ple in North Carolina who have suf-
fered greatly through Hurricane Floyd
and the resulting floods. No area of the
country, Mr. Speaker, has been hit as
hard even though people all up and
down the East coast have suffered from
this tragedy, and I know that I and
other colleagues of mine are deter-
mined to do what we can to make sure
that North Carolinians get the kind of
assistance that they need and deserve
after this tragedy.

We are here tonight to talk about an-
other situation that calls for action by
this Congress, and that has to do with
the high cost of prescription drugs for
seniors in this country. Thirty-seven
percent of our seniors in America have
no coverage at all for their prescription

drugs. To be sure, they are on Medi-
care, which is a Federal health care
program; they are all on Medicare. But
Medicare does not provide for prescrip-
tion drug coverage; and so many people
are struggling, trying to figure out how
to pay the electric bill or the rent or
buy food and still take the drugs that
their doctors tell them they have to
take.

I started hearing about this issue
shortly after I was elected to Congress,
and whenever I talk to seniors groups I
might start out talking about Medicare
reform or Social Security reform, but
pretty soon we wound up talking about
prescription drugs because it was a
daily worry for so many people who
thought that when they retired they
would have enough money to make
ends meet. But many of them do not.

I have had people write to me and say
that between themselves and their hus-
band they have $600 a month in pre-
scription drug expenses and they only
have $1300 or $1350 in a Social Security
check. The math does not work; they
cannot do it. I have had women write
to me and say I do not want my hus-
band to know, but I am not taking my
prescription medication because he is
sicker than I am, and we cannot both
afford to take our medications.

So last year when the Democratic
staff on the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight came to me and
said we would like to do a study for
you of some kind in your district to
call attention to a problem or to deal
with an issue that you think needs at-
tention, I asked them to do a study on
prescription drugs, and the results
were astonishing.

What we found is that for the 5 or the
10, makes no difference, for the 5 most
commonly prescribed prescription
drugs for seniors, seniors, on average,
pay twice as much for their medica-
tions as the pharmaceutical company’s
best customers. The best customers are
HMOs, hospital chains, and yes, the
Federal Government itself.

And let us take a look before turning
to some of my colleagues who are here
with me tonight, let us just take a look
at the chart which shows a comparison
between the average retail price that
older Americans pay in my First Dis-
trict in Maine compared to the prices
that the drug companies charge their
most-favored customers. Whether you
pick Zocor or Norvasc or Prilosec or
Procardia XL or Zoloft, in any event,
when you add those up, the average
price differential in my district when
this was taken last year is over 100 per-
cent. Seniors are paying twice as much
for their drugs as the drug company’s
best customers.

A subsequent study showed that sen-
iors in Maine pay 72 percent more than
citizens in Canada for the same drugs,
same amount, same quantity, and they
pay 102 percent more than Mexicans do
for their medications, same drug, same
quantity, same quality.

That study has now been replicated
in a number of areas around the coun-

try, and with me tonight are the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) who
has done a lot of work on this issue,
been a leader on the prescription drug
issue, and the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN) who has had a
study done in her district and is work-
ing hard to make sure that seniors get
the kind of coverage they deserve.
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Before turning over to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN), I
would say as a result of these studies
we all worked together and developed
legislation called the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act, H.R. 664,
which has 125 cosponsors in the House.
This is a bill that creates no new Fed-
eral bureaucracy. It involves virtually
no expense to the Federal Government,
but it puts the Federal Government on
the side of seniors on Medicare; in fact,
all Medicare beneficiaries.

Basically, the Federal Government
would negotiate reduced prices for sen-
iors as a block. The legislation is very
simple. It allows pharmacies to buy
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries at the
best price given to the Federal Govern-
ment. We think this would probably
lead to price reductions for seniors in
their prescription medication by up to
40 percent, at virtually no cost to the
Federal Government, with no new Fed-
eral bureaucracy.

This is a bill that is simple, cost-free,
but the opposition is unbelievable. We
will get into the opposition and the big
money opposition that is trying to stop
this legislation.

I would now like to yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN), who has been working very hard
to make sure that her constituents in
Florida get the benefit of the kinds of
reduced prices for seniors that we know
we can achieve.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), first of all, for
yielding time but also for his leader-
ship on this piece of legislation. I think
many of us would like to kick our-
selves because the idea is so easy that
we did not think of it before he arrived
here. It is so simple in the fact that we
do this in other parts of our govern-
ment already. We do it in the Veterans
Administration. They actually go out
and use their force of being large buy-
ers for medicine and they are out there
and they are actually contracting with
the pharmaceutical companies a re-
duced price for veterans in this country
because they have so many people that
they can negotiate for; no different
than an insurance company does, no
different than an HMO does, no dif-
ferent than, quite frankly, in another
part of our government that is already
doing this in the State of Florida, Med-
icaid does it. No different.

It is just these are people that are
covered by an insurance that the gov-
ernment actually has control over.

So when the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) brought up this issue in
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Maine, some of us went to the com-
mittee and said we would like to look
at those same issues within our dis-
tricts. So we used the same medicines.
We talked with chain stores. We talked
with our private pharmacists and
asked them to give us some ideas of
what these costs were. Basically, we
had the same kind of results.

Now, something, though, that I think
is so important in this issue is these
are drugs that are life sustaining.
These are not drugs that are something
that a person does not have to have.
They are not vitamins. They are not
these type of things. For many people
these are life-sustaining. I mean, we
are talking about cholesterol. We are
talking high blood pressure. We are
talking heart problems. All of these
issues become so passionate to these
folks, and it is not just about whether
they can choose between food or not.
These people are also doing some dam-
age to themselves in the fact that they
might, in fact, take only a half a pill
for the day or they may take their pre-
scription three times a week instead of
five times a week. So what we end up
doing by not having any kind of cov-
erage at all is we are actually pro-
moting sickness within the most vul-
nerable part of our population because
without them taking this medicine,
they become sick; they go into the hos-
pitals, and the next thing we know we
have Medicare even picking up a higher
cost for these drugs and for these sen-
iors.

So we did the exact same thing. Mine
is even different from Maine, which ac-
tually astonishes me. The same drug
companies, the same folks we are try-
ing to cover, same drugs, same compa-
nies, whole thing and we have in some
cases as much as a difference for those
people who in fact get to be a preferred
customer, who are those folks that
happen to have insurance, actually end
up with ours with Zocor was like $34.80
for their preferred customer and the
average price for the senior that has no
coverage is $103.19. That comes out to
197 percent difference in cost.

If we look at ulcer medicine, $59.10
for preferred customers compared to
$115.71; high blood pressure, $59.71 as a
preferred customer to $115.41, 93 per-
cent difference; heart problems, $68.35,
average price for seniors, $129.45; de-
pression, $115.70 compared to $216.44 for
the seniors. That is 87 percent. Overall,
the price differential becomes 112 per-
cent.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) referred to an issue dealing
with Mexico and Canada, but before I
go into that, because those numbers
are just as astonishing, I think the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER)
has some letters and some things that
actually kind of sum up a lot of how
these people are feeling, and then once
they find out what is happening to
them by the drug companies they are
saying, wait a minute, why am I not a
preferred customer? I am part of the 39
million people who are on Medicare.

My government should use its full faith
and credit to give me the same oppor-
tunity to have my government nego-
tiate with pharmaceutical companies
just like we give the opportunity for
everybody else in this country.

This is such a passionate issue.
Mr. ALLEN. It should be a matter of

some passionate concern for all of us
because our seniors out there are not
getting by, a great many of them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER), who
has been battling away on this issue
since the middle of last year and has
really done yeoman’s work as far as
making sure that the people in his dis-
trict and really around the country un-
derstand the effect that these high
prices are having on seniors and what
we need to do about it.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I really
appreciate the leadership that the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN) have given to this issue. It
seems like this is an issue that con-
tinues to gain momentum.

I know we have been talking about
this issue for well over a year, when we
first introduced the legislation in the
105th Congress and then we came back
with the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BERRY), reintroduced it in the
106th, and it is good to know that we
now have over 125 that have joined
with us. I have full confidence that
that number will continue to grow be-
cause this is not an issue that is hard
to explain.

The American people and our senior
citizens understand full well that the
price of prescription drugs are too
high.

I brought with me tonight a few let-
ters that I have just received in just
the last few weeks, a continuation of
mail that all of us get about this sub-
ject, particularly from our senior citi-
zens. It is an issue that hits real close
to home. In fact, the first time that we
introduced this legislation in the 105th
Congress I went around to pharmacies
all across my district and I went there
because pharmacists have understood
this problem for years. They have even
fought the big drug manufacturers in
court, with little success, I might add,
trying to end the practice of price dis-
crimination that was exhibited on the
charts by my colleagues here tonight.

I met with a lady in Orange, Texas,
that I will never forget. She became
the subject of a newspaper article in
the Houston Chronicle. Her name is
Frances Staley, a lovely lady, 84 years
old and blind. She came to my little
meeting there at the pharmacy because
that is where she trades and she heard
I was coming to town. She just came
by to say how much she appreciated
the efforts we were making in the Con-
gress to try to hold down the cost of
prescription drugs. She spends most of

her Social Security check every month
on her prescription medication. She
takes 14 different medicines. She told
me that she really hoped that we could
pass this bill. It would mean a lot to
her.

This bill is not only for Mrs. Staley.
It is for people like Joe and Billie
O’Leary in Silsbee, who recently wrote
me about the fact that they spend
more than $400 a month on prescription
medications. It is about folks like Ar-
chie and Lena Davidson of Vidor who
came up to me in a town meeting that
I had just in the month of August. I
went around to 70 of my communities
and at every stop I talked about this
issue. These folks knew I was coming
and they brought by a computer print-
out of their prescription drug bill that
they had incurred at their local phar-
macy since January. It is just shocking
to look at the expenses that they have
incurred; $3,526 for both Mr. and Mrs.
Davidson since the first of the year.
They said they really hoped that we
could pass this bill.

Another couple that wrote me re-
cently, Charles and Louise Ashford,
spend $370 every month for 7 prescrip-
tion drugs. They wrote a very long let-
ter that really said a whole lot about
the importance of this issue to our sen-
ior citizens. They wrote, and I want to
read a part of their letter, most of the
elderly have several ailments that re-
quire several prescriptions per month.
The best and latest treatments for
some ailments and diseases are priced
out of the range for many of us on
Medicare. Some treatments are avail-
able only for those who can afford it. I
have found the problem is not that the
older people want free medicine. They
want medicine priced reasonably so
they can afford it. What good is re-
search and finding cures for diseases if
a larger part of our population cannot
afford the medicine for the cure? I feel
our government has failed the elderly
and those in bad health in this country
for not capping the price of medicine.
Some of the most wealthy people in the
world are those owning pharmaceutical
companies. They are allowed in the
U.S.A to charge whatever for their
medicine. That should be medicine
that should be available at a reason-
able price. We all know that the same
medicines are cheaper in Canada and
Mexico. Many of our elderly are widows
whose husbands worked when wages
were much lower than now and do not
get much of a retirement check or So-
cial Security. They write, I think some
of our legislators have lost touch with
reality if they are not aware of the
high cost of medicine.

Mrs. O’Leary said in her letter that
she and her husband are rather
healthy. They do not take heart medi-
cine, stroke medicine, cancer medicine
but they still spend close to $100 every
month for her medications and over
$300 a month for her husband’s. She
wrote, the people who are having to
pay the high costs are the ones least
able to pay. Let us be fair to all.
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Please, she writes, try to cap the prices
pharmaceutical companies are allowed
to charge. Then we can all afford to
pay for our own medicine.

Listen to the closing paragraph,
which I think kind of says it all from
our senior citizens. She writes, our
generation worked hard. We, through
our taxes and our efforts, helped pay
for schools, public buildings, highways,
bridges and helped pave the way for
those now young. In the prime of our
lives we fought in the wars for this
country and to keep our country free.
We believe our country is big enough,
with all of the resources, to provide
reasonable health care and affordable
medicine for all.

That is the message that this Con-
gress needs to hear, and I really do
think that it is time for more of our
colleagues to join with us to address
this very, very serious problem.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Mrs. THURMAN. I would say to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER), to
go back to the letter, that kind of goes
into this segment about what has hap-
pened with the U.S. and Canada and
Mexico, and I know the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) has a scenario
that actually happened in his district
and then we have, again, the studies
that have been done for and showing
the differences between Canada, Mex-
ico and our districts, which are, again,
I think, pretty profound in the dif-
ferences. Maybe just a few of them,
again, use the same drugs; Canada’s
price for Zocor was $46.00. Mexican
price was $67.00, and Florida’s price was
$103.00. It goes down the same way all
the way through there again. It is the
same thing. We are paying more. We
actually pay about 81 percent dif-
ference in Florida from Canada and
about 79 percent difference from Mex-
ico.
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So we think that is interesting.
Mr. Speaker, it just seems to me that

when we talk about this issue, because
we have these border States, and peo-
ple are very aware of what is going on
in other countries and the cost of this
medicine, it even makes it more pro-
found, and as the gentleman has seen
in his own district what is going on,
again, it is just another example of
what these folks are feeling.

The second thing that I would point
out is that when she talks about the
fact that we have enough money to do
this, this is exactly what the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) said,
and what we have talked about in all of
our meetings of this, this is budget-
neutral. If we just did this, with no
cost to the Federal Government, stay-
ing within the idea that we are trying
to keep our budgets balanced, we are
still talking 40 percent that could be
reduced for these drugs without any
kind of a benefit.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I have al-
ways thought that that was one of the
best things about this piece of legisla-
tion, because it simply asks for fair-
ness in drug pricing. It has no cost to
the Federal Government. Ms. O’Leary
referred to the fact that she felt we
ought to cap drug prices. Well, actu-
ally, we do not even cap drug prices in
this legislation. We simply say to the
big drug manufacturers, it is time to
stop the kind of discriminatory pricing
practices that we have exhibited
through these studies.

I have had many pharmacists tell me
that they are really very proud of what
we are trying to do because as most of
us know, particularly those of us who
live in rural areas, independent phar-
macists are a dying breed. Many people
wonder, why is the drugstore on the
corner no longer there. Well, the rea-
son is the subject we are talking about
tonight, because the big drug manufac-
turers have put them in a very difficult
financial position by charging the
wholesalers they have to buy from
higher prices than the big drug manu-
facturers charge the big HMOs and the
big hospital chains; and that price dis-
crimination has worked to the dis-
advantage of any individual who shops
in a local pharmacy in their hometown.
Mr. Speaker, 60 percent of all prescrip-
tion drugs are purchased by senior citi-
zens, so the bottom line is those least
able to pay in our society are being
asked by the big drug manufacturers to
pay the highest prices of anyone.

I had an e-mail from a pharmacist
just a few days ago. He said, ‘‘Dear
Congressman TURNER, I am pleased to
see you are making efforts to address
the high cost of prescription medica-
tions for our senior citizens. Being a
registered pharmacist for 20 years, and
having parents in the targeted age
group, I am very aware of this prob-
lem.’’

So our pharmacists know what has
been going on, and our senior citizens
are beginning to understand that it is
the big drug manufacturers that are
causing them to pay much higher
prices than they should be paying for
prescription drugs.

I yield to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. Allen).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments, be-
cause I think they are completely ac-
curate in terms of how we analyze this
particular problem. We have been talk-
ing about the problem tonight and
what our seniors are going through,
and I thought it would be worthwhile
to come back to the legislation just for
a moment and talk about the prescrip-
tion Drug Fair necessary for seniors
act, H.R. 664.

What we have done here is outlined
the principal points of this legislation.
It allows pharmacies to buy drugs for
Medicare beneficiaries at the best price
given to the Federal Government. That
may be a price that the Federal Gov-
ernment negotiates through the vet-
erans administration or through Med-
icaid or some other program.

In other words, what it really does is
give seniors the benefit of the same
discount received by hospitals, big
HMOs, and the Federal Government
itself. As we have said, it does not in-
crease Federal spending, it does not es-
tablish a new Federal bureaucracy, and
it would reduce prescription drug
prices for Medicare beneficiaries by as
much as 40 percent.

So why is not everyone on this bill?
That has to do with the nature of the
pharmaceutical industry, with the role
of money in politics, and we will get to
that. But first, I think we could agree
that there is another kind of proposal
out there which is also needed, and I
know all of us support, and that is a
prescription drug benefit under Medi-
care. A discount is not enough; we need
a benefit under Medicare as well, be-
cause even with this discount, there
will be those who still struggle to pay
for their prescription drugs.

What is then interesting about the
pharmaceutical industry is it opposes,
it opposes the discount approach; it op-
poses a prescription drug benefit under
Medicare unless, they say, unless Medi-
care is changed dramatically, unless
Medicare essentially is turned over to
HMOs.

Let us talk for just a moment about
this chart.

We have talked about seniors who
can barely afford to buy their prescrip-
tion drugs, some who cannot afford to
buy their prescription drugs, some who
take one pill out of three or skip whole
weeks entirely when they seem to be
feeling relatively good. No doctor
would recommend that course of treat-
ment.

On the other side of this struggle is
the pharmaceutical industry. Now, the
interesting thing about the pharma-
ceutical industry which claims that if
this legislation passed they would not
be able to do research and development
at the same level and seniors would be
hurt and new drugs would not be devel-
oped, is that when we look at all of the
industries in this country, all of them,
this is the single most profitable indus-
try in the country.

In this Fortune 500 analysis, the
pharmaceutical industry is first in re-
turn on revenues, first in return on as-
sets, first in return on equity. In other
words, to simplify it, no matter how we
calculate profits, this is the most prof-
itable industry in the country, and the
problem we are talking about is real
simple.

The most profitable industry in the
country is charging the highest prices
in the world to people who can least af-
ford it. That is why we are here; that is
why the system has got to change, and
that is why we are doing everything we
can to make sure that it does change.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I just want to fol-
low up on the gentleman’s comment
about the big drug manufacturers’ op-
position to having any prescription
drug coverage under the Medicare pro-
gram. I think it is pretty apparent to
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those others who have studied this
issue a little while why they have such
strong opposition. They know that if
we ever have a prescription drug cov-
erage under Medicare, the Government
is not going to pay those exorbitantly
high prices that our senior citizens are
having to pay today in their local phar-
macies.

So they are afraid of any suggestion
that there be any coverage for prescrip-
tion drugs under Medicare, and the
truth of the matter is, the problem
that we have addressed in this legisla-
tion could be solved by the big drug
manufacturers themselves. In fact, we
know that most of our senior citizens
understand that even the Government
gets cheaper prices than they do. The
Government is a big purchaser.

We buy prescription drugs for our
veterans that are prescribed for them
through the Veterans’ Administration
health care programs, and if we could
just get those kind of prices for our
senior citizens, we could see prices go
down 30 and 40 percent. So the big drug
companies know that their pricing
practices over the last few years, which
have gotten worse and worse and worse
in terms of the discriminatory nature
of them, has been the cause of the leg-
islation we have brought forward. If
they really did what is right, they
could solve the problem themselves,
because they are the ones that set
these discriminatory prices, which has
resulted in our seniors paying the high-
est prices of anyone.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. No one here
created this price structure; the indus-
try created this price structure. They
have just decided that they are going
to get whatever they can out of Cana-
dians and Mexicans and HMOs and hos-
pitals, and then they have decided that
they would set prices so that the high-
est prices in the world are paid by sen-
iors, especially those seniors who do
not have any coverage for their pre-
scription drugs, and that is 37 percent
of all of the seniors in the country. And
there is another 8 percent with really
inadequate coverage.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
would yield, that probably is going
down, or that number is going up, be-
cause we have now just seen over the
past couple of years the draw-out of
the Medicare Plus programs, which are
the HMO, Medicare programs that, in
fact, had some kind of a prescription
drug benefit, and many of those are
being taken out of a lot of counties
these days across this country. So we
could potentially see that number go
up.

I think we ought to talk about this
when we get into this opposition. We
now have the facts out; we know that
they are first in every possible way we
can slice it, and then what happens to
us is we get these comments being
made to us: well, you know, if you do
this, we are going to stop research, and
we are going to stop people having a
longer life because we won’t have the

research out there for this medicine,
biotech. All of these folks are giving us
these scare tactics. I think if either of
the gentlemen can respond to this, or I
certainly can, to kind of keep this
going in a dialogue here, it is amazing
what we found out with what happened
in 1984 and what happened again in 1990
when some of these issues were brought
up.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. TURNER.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, our Pre-
scription Drug Task Force that we all
serve on, we had a meeting a few
months ago where we had a presen-
tation from a gentleman who had done
extensive research at a respected uni-
versity regarding the pricing practices
in other countries, and it was inter-
esting to note that we in the United
States were the only country in the en-
tire developed world that does not have
some restraint on pricing practices of
big pharmaceutical companies.

Well, that being the case, I guess it
should be no surprise to us that we in
the United States are paying the high-
est prices of anyone in the world for
prescription drugs. I think there is
going to come a point in time, and I
think it is coming sooner than later,
that the American people are going to
rise up and they are going to say, we
are tired of it. We are tired of sub-
sidizing the prescription drug pur-
chases of everybody else in the world,
and we want some prescription drug
fairness.

So when we are looking at the data
that clearly shows us that there is
price discrimination worldwide work-
ing to our disadvantage and price dis-
crimination within our own country,
that is resulting in everyone at the re-
tail pharmacy level paying the highest
prices of anyone, I think it is time to
wake up and for us to do something
about it.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, we prob-
ably should talk for a moment about
the nature of the opposition and what
is happening right now.

Well, several things. People have
probably noticed a set of television ads
running all across this country fea-
turing Flo. Flo is a bowler, and in
these ads, she is urging us all to pay at-
tention to what is going on in the de-
bate on this issue and making it clear,
as she said, that ‘‘I don’t want big Gov-
ernment in my medicine cabinet.’’

Now, if we want to know who pays
for Flo, it is some group called the
Citizens for Better Medicare. Well, here
is one, here is a full-page ad run in a
local paper here in Washington, and
Flo is featured in television ads. Citi-
zens For a Better Medicare is deliv-
ering a message, and that message is,
we want the right kind of Medicare re-
form, and only the right kind of Medi-
care reform.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, do we know who
is paying for these ads?

Mr. ALLEN. We do, Mr. Speaker.
Guess who is paying for them? It turns

out it is the pharmaceutical industry.
Is that not surprising?

What has happened is the coalition,
it is called Citizens for Better Medi-
care, it includes the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, the United
States Chamber of Commerce, the
United Seniors Association, and the
National Kidney Cancer Association.
The executive director of this coali-
tion, until just recently, was working
for PRMA, the Pharmaceutical Re-
search and Manufacturers of America.
That is the industry association for the
pharmaceutical industry.

In this recent story, a person named
Martin Corey, who works for AARP,
was criticizing these advertisements
and I quote what he said in this article
in The New York Times.
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He said, ‘‘This phony coalition, cre-

ated and financed by the pharma-
ceutical industry, is what we have
come to expect from drug companies
over the last decade. Fundamentally,
they are in favor of the status quo,
which leaves millions of older Ameri-
cans without drug coverage.’’

Now, I know that the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) has some
points to make, but we really need to
understand the role of money in poli-
tics. What the pharmaceutical industry
is doing is taking this, and this is an
industry that is near the top in lob-
bying contributions, it is near the top
in campaign contributions, both money
to candidates and soft money to the
national parties. Now they are running
up to a $30 million national media cam-
paign basically to make sure that no
discount approach is enacted and no
Medicare prescription drug benefit is
enacted by this Congress. This industry
wants the status quo, or, alternatively,
it wants to turn over Medicare to
HMOs.

I say to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN), she was just point-
ing out that as recently as July 1,
340,000 people in Medicare HMO plans
were simply dropped by the plans be-
cause it was not economically profit-
able to cover them, just dropped. Mil-
lions of other Americans who were in
these Medicare managed care plans are
having their prescription drug benefits
cut arbitrarily because the company is
not making enough money, so they cut
the prescription drug benefits. That is
not a system that works for our sen-
iors, and that is why we need to change
it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. I absolutely agree,
Mr. Speaker. I do want to go back to
this issue, because it kinds of goes
along with Flo and others out there,
other kinds of ads we are hearing about
research.

One of the things she mentioned in
the very beginning was, I could not
walk without pain, but thanks to new
medicines, which gives us the connota-
tion that there are not going to be any
new medicines out there.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8544 September 22, 1999
What we have found in some of this

research was that in 1984 there was a
piece of legislation called the Waxman-
Hatch bill that in fact the pharma-
ceutical companies came in and said,
you cannot do this because we are
going to increase the availability of ge-
neric drugs, and if you do that, we are
going to have more competition be-
tween brand name drugs, and we are
going to have to cut research and de-
velopment.

In those years, if I remember these
correctly, it went from $4.1 billion to
$4.4 billion in that period of time from
1984 to 1990. Then, in 1990, we did a re-
bate program. In the rebate program,
again the pharmaceutical companies
came up and said, oh, no, you cannot
do that, cannot do that. We are not
going to be able to have research and
development.

Since 1990, we now went from $8.4 bil-
lion to $18.9 billion. But there is some
more interesting information that has
to go with that, and this cannot be
overlooked. First of all, in the last four
appropriations in the Congress for NIH,
the funding in NIH has gone up more
than any other budget in this country,
by 5, 6, 7 percent, because we under-
stand and believe there needs to be an
investment in research. We understand
that. We are not closing our eyes to the
fact that we want good research in this
country.

Now, who is the recipient of this re-
search? Who is the one who gets the
contract after we give NIH the money
to do the research? Pharmaceutical
companies, can Members imagine? So
they are actually taking some of the
government money we are giving them
for research and using it.

The problem is, we never get any of
that money back. No, they get a pat-
ent, and in that patent we extended it
for 20 years, so we cannot even have
any competition for these folks. So we
have a pharmaceutical company that
gets part of their funding from NIH.

I happen to have a huge university in
my district, the University of Florida,
a teaching hospital. They are wonder-
ful. They do great research. They have
had on-the-cusp engineering research
kinds of things they have done in medi-
cine. They, too, then are helpful to the
pharmaceutical companies.

So it is not like they are having to
come up with this research money on
their own, they are actually getting
help from their government, they are
getting help from their university sys-
tems, both public and private, and they
reap all of the benefit, and, according
to the gentleman’s chart over there, all
of the profits.

Then they come to us and say, oh,
you cannot do any of this. We are going
to keep gouging the most vulnerable
people. I do not get it. I do not know
why our colleagues are not on this
piece of legislation, because this is just
perfect kinds of stuff that prove that
over and over again it becomes a spin
game and who is going to win.

I do not have $30 million to do an ad-
vertising campaign. The only voice

that I have is the voice that was given
to me as an elected official, and that is
to bring this to the floor of the House
to raise the consciousness level of this
country and have them understand why
this issue is so important, and the un-
fairness of what is going on in these
price activities today.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
thought the gentlewoman brought up a
very important point when the gentle-
woman mentioned the patent law.

I find it amusing to watch these ads
featuring Flo that are paid for by the
big pharmaceutical manufacturers, and
Flo raises her finger and she says, I do
not want government in my medicine
chest. Well, the truth is, as the gentle-
woman pointed out, government is in
her medicine chest, because the laws of
the United States protect those drug
companies from competition because
we, under law, grant them a 17-year-
patent on their medicines that they are
always up here fighting to get ex-
tended. That law guarantees them a
monopoly over the drug that they have
done the research to create and bring
to the market.

Frankly, I think that is a good law,
because the purpose of the patent law
is to encourage the development of new
drugs, new cures, and we have seen
many of them in recent years. In fact,
back when the Medicare program was
first put in place in the mid sixties, no-
body thought about covering prescrip-
tion drugs because it was a very small
part of our total health care costs. But
today prescription drugs are a major
part of all of our health care costs, and
that is why the problem we are talking
about tonight is such a serious one for
senior citizens, particularly those who
are on fixed incomes.

I think what I would like to do, if we
had the millions of dollars that the big
drug manufacturers have, I would like
to put my constituent that I talked
about earlier, Ms. Daley from Orange,
Texas, on TV. She would tell a dif-
ferent story than Flo. Or the lady that
I read the letter from just a few min-
utes ago, Ms. O’Leary, I believe she
could handle herself in debating Flo.

She is the one that said in her letter,
‘‘What good is research and finding
cures for diseases if a large part of our
population cannot afford the medicine
for the cure?’’ I think the senior citi-
zens of the country get it. I really
never have paid a whole lot of atten-
tion to those expensive ads that fea-
tured Flo, because I think the people
out there watching those ads are
smarter than that.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, it is not just
about seniors, Mr. Speaker. When we
listen to the families of the seniors
that are trying to put their kids
through college or trying just to make
a mortgage payment or have a car, who
are having to help out, they do not
want their parents sick. They do not
want them to go without the medicine
that is needed to keep their life sus-

tained. They want their parents to be
able to enjoy their grandchildren. They
want them there. It is an important
part of our whole family fabric in this
country.

But we are denying everybody a
chance, then, through the family struc-
ture to enjoy their parents’ last time
in their senior years. So it goes way be-
yond just the seniors.

I went to an editorial board meeting,
just about this. It was very interesting,
because the woman I talked to said to
me, she said, I had this friend. She did
not take her blood pressure medicine,
and I asked her why. She said, my cat
had to go to the veterinarian. As we
got through the end of it, I found out it
was her mother. She said, why didn’t
you call me? I would have gotten your
medicine for you? But the mother was
proud, did not want to take money.
She was worried about her cat, so that
was the decision she made. I know that
may not be the choice that everybody
would make, but certainly it was for
her.

So here is a daughter who is now hav-
ing to help out or wants to help out, it
is not even a matter of having to, and
not because of those reasons, nec-
essarily, but they all go through some-
thing like this.

Mr. ALLEN. The people that we have
been talking about tonight, our con-
stituents, are real people. Flo is a fake.
Flo is a TV ad. Flo is someone, a cre-
ation of the pharmaceutical industry.
Flo means big bucks, and what Flo is
trying to do is persuade people in this
country that they do not want any gov-
ernment involvement in Medicare,
which is a Federal health care pro-
gram, if it is going to provide either a
prescription drug benefit or a discount
for seniors.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER), was saying that, after all, the
government is involved in her medicine
cabinet. The gentleman mentioned one
way, but there are some other ways.
The Food and Drug Administration in
this country is there to make sure that
the drugs that are sold by the pharma-
ceutical industry are, number one,
safe, and number two, effective; that is,
they work. That is what the purpose of
the Food and Drug Administration is.

We all want to make sure that con-
tinues, because if this industry were
simply allowed to sell any drug, re-
gardless of whether it had been tested
and was assured to be safe or whether
it was going to actually work, we
would all be worse off.

If Flo were a real person, she is one
of a minority. She is one of the 28 per-
cent of the people in this country who
have prescription drug coverage
through a retirement plan, but the rest
of the population does not. Thirty-
seven percent have no coverage at all.
8 percent have some coverage under a
MediGap policy, but those are really
pretty ineffective and not very cost-ef-
fective. Then there is 17 percent who
have some sort of coverage, or used to,
under Medicare managed care, but as
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we have seen, managed care companies
that serve Medicare beneficiaries are
cutting back on the benefits, they are
dropping the limits, increasing the co-
pay, or they are just dropping people
altogether.

The bottom line, this is about
money. The industry is charging the
highest prices in the world to people
who can least afford it. This is an in-
dustry which made $26 billion last
year, $26 billion. Now they are spending
millions of dollars of that money to try
to persuade people in this country that
we should not have a discount on pre-
scription drugs and that we should not
have a benefit under Medicare. It is an
outrage.

This system has to change. It is not
sustainable. What our seniors are
spending on prescription drugs is going
up 15 percent a year. That is one reason
the industry is so profitable. Yet, the
industry is simply saying no to the
kinds of changes that would make sure
that people get the drugs, get the pre-
scription drugs that their doctors tell
them they have to take.

Mr. TURNER. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Speaker, the point the gen-
tleman makes about the big drug man-
ufacturers and the involvement they
already have with government is an
important one, because we are all very
proud of the fact that the FDA, the
Food and Drug Administration, pro-
tects the prescription drugs that we
purchase every day.

I think most of us in the last anal-
ysis would support the policy of grant-
ing a patent to our big drug manufac-
turers to encourage them to make the
necessary financial investment to
come up with new drugs and cure seri-
ous diseases.

But it just seems to me that in ex-
change for that protection under the
patent law, that the big drug manufac-
turers owe us at least one thing back.
That is, fairness in drug pricing. I am
a firm believer in the free enterprise
system. I believe that government
ought to stay out of the business world
as much as possible, because I believe
in innovation and entrepreneurship.

But the truth is the free market sys-
tem that we all believe in is not work-
ing in the drug industry. The reason it
is not working is apparent to anyone
who looks even glancingly at the prob-
lem, because it is our patent law that
the people of the United States have
put on the books to encourage the drug
companies to develop new, innovative
drugs that gives them a monopoly.

We all understand that the free mar-
ket never works when there is a mo-
nopoly. So if we are going to protect
the big drug companies and allow them
to make the necessary investments to
come up with new cures, what they owe
us back is fairness in drug pricing.

I want to make it very clear, and of-
tentimes our bill, people who look at it
in the big drug industry, they say, oh,
you are fixing prices. You are trying to
control prices. There is nothing in this
legislation that controls prices. It sim-

ply requires fairness in pricing. We
simply say that senior citizens ought
to be getting as good a deal as the best
customers of the big drug companies.
That is what we mean by fairness. We
want an end to the discriminatory pric-
ing practices of the big drug compa-
nies.

So I do not know how long the big
drug companies want to spend millions
of dollars perpetuating a discrimina-
tory pricing scheme that is working to
the disadvantage of the most vulner-
able segment of our population.

But I will tell the Members this, if
they persist, if they persist, there is
going to be some people in this Con-
gress who are going to look real hard
at the patent protections that they are
given under current laws.
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There are people who are going to

start asking some serious questions
about the big multimillion dollar ex-
penditures of the big drug companies
on lobbying this Congress. There are
some people who are going to start
asking some questions about the sub-
stantial political contributions that
those pharmaceutical companies are
making.

I say that the best advice that I
think we can give the big drug compa-
nies tonight is to listen to the senior
citizens of this country. They are tired
of being taken for a ride. They want
fairness in drug pricing.

The drug manufacturers themselves
have it within their power, without any
legislation, to correct the problem, and
I hope they will start down that road.
Because if they do not get there, this
Congress is going to help them get
there.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) says
it well, and I want to thank him for his
participation tonight and for his lead-
ership on this issue along with the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN) and so many others in this Con-
gress who are working hard on this
issue.

What is striking about where we are,
to me, about this legislation is that a
bill that creates no Federal bureauc-
racy and involves no significant Fed-
eral expense and would reduce prices
for prescription drugs for seniors by as
much as 40 percent has not one Repub-
lican cosponsor, not one.

Now, when we try to explain that, I
drafted this legislation so that it would
appeal to Members on the other side of
the aisle, but not one has come over to
support this legislation. When my col-
leagues ask why, they have to look at
political contributions to the parties
and candidates.

The pharmaceutical industry gives
overwhelmingly to Republicans rather
than Democrats. It gives to Democrats
as well. My colleagues have to ask
themselves whether or not it is the role
of big money and politics that is shap-
ing this debate.

I believe that we cannot leave this
Congress without doing something

about the high cost of prescription
drugs. We need to do at least two
things. One is to pass H.R. 664, the Pre-
scription Drug Fairness For Seniors
Act, and one is to get a benefit, cov-
erage for prescription drugs under
Medicare.

This country is big enough and
strong enough and wealthy enough to
take care of those seniors particularly
who are having a very difficult time af-
fording the drugs that their doctors
tell them they have to take.

We can do better as a country. We
can do much better. But to do better
means that we cannot let the pharma-
ceutical industry dictate the results.
We are not going to allow Medicare to
be taken over by HMOs, and we are not
going to allow the pricing of prescrip-
tion drugs to continue solely at the de-
termination of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. There needs to be some coun-
tervailing market power.

All we are saying is that, just as the
Federal Government buys toilet paper
and automobiles and desks and lamps
and tries to get the best deal for the
taxpayer, it should try to negotiate a
discount for those seniors who are al-
ready on a Federal health care plan
called Medicare.

If we do that, if we do that, many
more seniors all across this country
will be able to sleep at night knowing
that they can afford both their meals
and their prescription drugs and their
rent, and they may just, maybe, have a
chance to live out their lives the way
they thought they could, the way they
thought they could when they figured
out how much they would have for re-
tirement, instead of living in a world
where every trip to a doctor may mean
another $100 a month in a prescription
drug cost that they simply cannot han-
dle.

This system does not work. It needs
to change. I believe, in this Congress, it
will be changed.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support
for implementing legislation to substantially re-
duce the exorbitant prices of prescription
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries. Our current
Medicare program drastically fails to offer pro-
tection against the costs of most outpatient
prescription drugs. H.R. 664, the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 1999 aims to
create an affordable prescription drug benefit
program what will expand the accessibility and
autonomy of all Medicare patients. This bill will
protect Medicare beneficiaries from discrimina-
tory pricing by drug manufacturers and make
prescription drugs available to Medicare bene-
ficiaries at substantially reduced prices.

Currently, Medicare offers a very limited
prescription drug benefit plan for the 39 million
aged and disabled persons obtaining its serv-
ices. Many of these beneficiaries have to sup-
plement their Medicare health insurance pro-
gram with private or public health insurance in
order to cover the astronomical costs not met
by Medicare. Unfortunately, most of these
plans offer very little drug cost coverage, if
any at all. Therefore, Medicare patients across
the U.S. are forced to pay over half of their
total drug expenses out-of-pocket as com-
pared to 34 percent paid by the population as
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a whole. Due to these burdensome cir-
cumstances, patients are forced to spend
more of their limited resources on drugs which
hampers access to adequate medication
needed to successfully treat conditions for
many of these individuals.

In 1995, we found that persons with supple-
mentary prescription drug coverage used 20.3
prescriptions per year compared to 15.3 for
those individuals lacking supplementary cov-
erage. The patients without supplementary
coverage were forced to compromise their
health because they could not afford to pay for
the additional drugs that they needed. The
quality and life of these individuals continues
to deteriorate while we continued to limit their
access to basic health necessities. H.R. 664
will tackle this problem by allowing our pa-
tients to purchase prescription drugs at a
lower price.

Why should senior citizens have to contin-
ually compromise their health by being forced
to decide which prescription drugs to buy and
which drugs not to take, simply because of
budgetary caps that limit their access to treat
the health problems they struggle with? These
patients cannot afford to pay these burden-
some costs. We must work together to expand
Medicare by making it more competitive, effi-
cient, and accessible to the demanding needs
of patients. By investing directly in Medicare,
we choose to invest in the lives, health, and
future of our patients. By denying them access
to affordable prescription drugs, we deny
these individuals the right to a healthy life
which continues to deteriorate their well-being
and quality of life.

The House Committee on Government Re-
form conducted several studies identifying the
price differential for commonly used drugs by
senior citizens on Medicare and those with in-
surance plans. These surveys found that drug
manufacturers engaged in widespread price
discrimination, forcing senior citizens and
other individual purchasers to pay substantially
more for prescription drugs than favored cus-
tomers, such as large HMOs, insurance com-
panies, and the federal government.

According to these reports, older Americans
pay exorbitant prices for commonly used
drugs for high blood pressure, ulcers, heart
problems, and other serious conditions. The
report reveals that the price differential be-
tween favored customers and senior citizens
for the cholesterol drug Zocor (Zo-Kor) is
213%; while favored customers—corporate,
governmental, and institutional customers—
pay $34.80 for the drug, senior citizens in my
Congressional District may pay an average of
$109.00 for the same medication. The study
reports similar findings for four other drugs in-
vestigated in the study: Norvase (Nor-Vask)
(high blood pressure): $59.71 for favored cus-
tomers and $129.19 for seniors; Prilosec (Pry-
low-Sec) (ulcers); $59.10 for favored cus-
tomers and $127.30 for seniors; Procardia
(Pro-car-dia) XL (heart problems): $68.35 for
favored customers and $142.21 for seniors;
and Zoloft (Zo-loft) (depression): $115.70 for
favored customers and $235.09 for seniors.

If Medicare is not paying for these drugs,
then the patient is left to pay out-of-pocket.
Numerous patients are forced to gamble with
their health when they cannot afford to pay for
the drugs needed to treat their conditions.
Every day, these patients have to live with the
fear of having to encounter major medical
problems because they were denied access to

prescription drugs they could not afford to pay
out of their pocket. Often times, senior citizens
must choose between buying food or medi-
cine. This is wrong.

Reports studying comparisons in prescrip-
tion drug prices in the United States, Canada,
and Mexico reveal that Americans pay much
more for prescription drugs than our neigh-
boring countries. In 1991, the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) revealed that prescrip-
tion drugs in the U.S. were priced at 34 per-
cent higher than the same pharmaceutical
drugs in Canada. Studies administered on
comparisons between the U.S. and Mexico
also reveal that drug prices in Mexico are con-
siderably lower than in the United States. In
both Canada and Mexico, the government is
one of the largest payers for prescription
drugs which gives them significant power to
establish prices as well as influence what
drugs they will pay for.

Many Medicare patients have significant
health care needs. They are forced to survive
on very limited resources. They are entitled to
medical treatments at affordable prices. H.R.
664 will benefit millions of patients each year.
This bill will address many of the problems re-
lating to prescription drugs and will ensure that
patients have adequate access to their basic
health needs. Let’s stop gambling with the
lives of Medicare patients and support this
plan to strengthen and modernize Medicare by
finally making prescription drugs available to
Medicare beneficiaries at substantially reduced
prices. It is a matter of life or death.

f

SOLVING PRESCRIPTION DRUG
PROBLEM IS NO ROSE GARDEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KINGSTON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I have
been sitting here for the last hour lis-
tening to the previous speakers and
their comments about prescription
drugs. I need to tell my colleagues,
they brought up some very valid
points.

I think that the prescription drugs in
this country are priced too high, and I
think there are a lot of families in this
country who suffer because they can-
not afford those prescription drugs.
But let me say to all of my colleagues
who have also joined the previous
speakers and listening to them in the
last hour, do not let people promise
you a rose garden.

How can one possibly get the Federal
Government involved in anything and
then honestly look at the American
people and say it is not going to have
any cost. There is a tremendous cost
every time the government gets in-
volved.

Now, what happens back here in
Washington, D.C., as many of my col-
leagues know, programs often start on
the promise that the cost will be a low
cost. Take a look at almost any pro-
gram my colleagues want to. The space
program, it is a great program, but
look at how the costs have just
ballooned out of sight. Look at all the

different social programs, the welfare
programs.

Look at Social Security. Social Secu-
rity started out with good intent. It
was going to cost this much, and pretty
soon it was this much, and pretty soon
this much, and pretty soon this much.

So the only thing that I would add to
the previous speakers’ conversations is,
let us look at the economics. We all
agree there is a prescription problem
out there. In fact, I would take issue
with the one gentlemen I believe from
Texas who made points that perhaps it
was partisan warfare on this. I do not
think so. I think, on both sides of the
aisle, Members recognize there is a
problem out there with the cost of af-
fording prescription drugs. But I think
on the Republican side of the aisle,
there is a realization that somebody
has got to pay for it.

Nothing is free. We have heard that
saying since we were little, tiny kids.
One does not get something for noth-
ing. That is what my mom always used
to tell me. I always used to say, ‘‘Mom,
here is a great bargain; or, daddy, I can
get this for free.’’ My dad and mom
would always say to me, ‘‘You do not
get something for nothing. Somewhere
somebody has got to pay.’’

It is just like our social programs.
Every time one gives a dollar to some-
body who is not working one has got to
take that dollar from somebody who is
working. So as we go together as a
team to take a look at what we can do
for the people of this country in low-
ering those prescription costs, getting
the FDA to approve these drugs instead
of sitting on a bureaucracy, almost a
bureaucratic strike before they ap-
prove these drugs, as we begin to ap-
proach these challenges, let us not for-
get what the consequential costs will
be to the future. Are we creating a new
Federal program that will very soon
balloon out of sight?

We have a history. The United States
Congress has a long history of starting
out program after program after pro-
gram with good intent after good in-
tent after good intent, and they never,
ever, ever come anywhere close in their
estimations of cost at the beginning of
the program versus what the actual
costs are once the program gets on its
feet. Never anywhere close. I mean, it
is just not close.

So, again, this is not the intent of my
speech tonight, but I want to say, be-
cause I thought their comments were
well made, and I think some of the
problems my colleagues spoke about in
the last hour, they hit the nail right on
the head; but let us not promise the
American people a rose garden. Let us
be realistic about this. Let us talk
about the economics of it. Let us talk
about who is going to pay the bill. We
need to consider that.

CLEMENCY FOR FALN

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
visit with my colleagues this evening
about a couple of things. Many of the
people in my district already know
that I used to be a police officer. But
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for my colleagues that are not familiar
with it, I used to be a police officer.

I have got some experience in the
field of law enforcement. I know that
the best way to stop crime is to have
consequences for one’s crime. If one
commits a wrong, one has to pay a
price. There is a price to pay if one de-
cides to take behavior that is not nor-
mal or behavior that creates bad things
in our society. We all know we have to
have a price. As a police officer, I saw
that every day.

Well, tonight I want to talk about a
couple things that just smack right in
the face of trying to bring civility and
trying to cut down the crime rate in
our society. We all know that for
many, many, many years in this coun-
try, we have suffered unfairly at the
hands of terrorism. It has happened
right here in these House Chambers,
right here where my colleagues are sit-
ting.

Take a look right up there. Look up
there on the roof. Do my colleagues
know what is up there on the roof of
the U.S. House of Representatives
Chambers? There is a bullet hole right
up there. My colleagues can see it right
here.

I will show my colleagues something
else. Look, I am not tearing up the
desks in here, but I want to show my
colleagues something. This is drawer.
Do my colleagues know what is right
there. It is a bullet hole. That is a bul-
let hole. A bullet shot in the House
chambers.

Theoretically, this should be one of
the safest places in the country. This is
the people’s House. That is a bullet
hole.

Now, how did that bullet hole get
there? Puerto Rican terrorists in
March 1954. Puerto Rican terrorists.
They were there, right there in the gal-
leries, and they opened fire. They
wounded at least five congressmen.
They wounded a number of other peo-
ple. But more than that, they broke
that cloak of security that we thought
we had in the people’s House in Wash-
ington, D.C.

We have to have consequences for
those Puerto Rican terrorists that did
that. We have to have consequences for
the next generation that followed in
that terrorism group.

Well, what happened in the last cou-
ple of weeks? Our President, President
of the United States, granted clemency
for a number of Puerto Rican terror-
ists. What do I mean by clemency? It is
kind of a fancy word. He let them go.
He absolved them of their sins. It is
kind of like going to confession except
they did not really have to confess. All
they had to say is, take me on my
word. I am a person that should be
trusted. I will not do it again. They
were let free. There will be a price to
pay for letting terrorists walk free.

Tonight let us talk a little bit about
that organization. What is that organi-
zation? We are going to call it the
FALN, F-A-L-N. What does it stand
for? It is the acronym for Armed Serv-

ices of National Liberation. That is the
only time I am going to say that to-
night because I am going to use the ini-
tials.

FALN. The easiest way we remember
it as we go through our comments is
that it is a Puerto Rican separatist
group. Now, they really came to light
here in 1954 here, as I said. I showed my
colleagues the bullet hole right here. I
showed them the bullet hole in the roof
of the U.S. Capitol of the House Cham-
bers.

Well they struck again. They struck
again January 24, 1975 by attacking an-
other icon of American history: New
York City. As a result of their terrorist
act, the 1975 bombing of the tavern in
New York City where General George
Washington bid farewell to his troops
in 1738, and left four dead as a result of
this, they quickly became the most
feared domestic terrorist group in the
United States. The most feared group
in the United States.

This is the same group that, in the
last week, the President of this coun-
try let them go. He gave them clem-
ency. He said, ‘‘Okay, you have been
absolved. You are free to go.’’

I have got a lot of comments about
that, a lot of comments from the law
enforcement community. My col-
leagues know how politicians some-
times say, look, I like to listen. I listen
before I make my decisions. So, logi-
cally, if I have something dealing, for
example, with prescription drugs, we
talk to seniors who are having prob-
lems with prescription drugs. We talk
to the pharmaceutical companies who
are having troubles getting approval by
the FDA. We talk to the FDA. We talk
to the different parties.

How many law enforcement agencies
were ever visited by the administration
before they let these terrorists walk?
Do my colleagues know what the an-
swer is? Zero.

I am going to give my colleagues
some statistics here in just a few min-
utes, statistics I think will stun them
as to how this decision was made and
why this decision was made.

Clearly, a decision of that kind of
significance is not made without some
reason, without some kind of purpose.
There is something behind the decision
of that kind of significance. We are
going to explore that here in just a few
minutes.

But let us talk a little bit more
about the FALN. By the way, I give
credit to the USA Today. They did an
excellent article. Last week, on Tues-
day, September 21, if my colleagues
have a copy of the USA Today, take a
look at it. Excellent article on this
very issue.

In their heyday, the FALN members
bombed public and commercial build-
ings, bombed public and commercial
buildings. Do my colleagues know the
fear that went through this country
just a couple of years ago with
McVeigh in Oklahoma City or the
Unibomber?

Gosh, I hope not 20 years from now
that some other president steps up

there and says, ‘‘We ought to pardon
this fellow that bombed Oklahoma
City, or we ought to pardon the
Unibomber out here. You know, 20
years is a long time to serve for a
bombing.’’

There were people killed for these
bombings. There was fear put in the
hearts of everybody in this country,
just like all of us now have fear about
truck bombs. My colleagues know what
it was like when a moving van drove up
by one’s house 1 or 2 weeks after Okla-
homa City. It instilled fear in us. It is
a fear that we should not have to live
with in this country. The only way, the
only way that we will move from that
fear is to have consequences for the ac-
tions that drive that fear.
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Let me go back. They robbed banks.
This is the FALN, this is the organiza-
tion of which the administration re-
leased, absolved, gave clemency to last
week. This group, in their heyday, they
bombed; they robbed banks; they held
up armored cars and stole dynamite
from a mining company in Colorado.
That is my home State. They took
weapons from the National Guard Ar-
mory in Wisconsin.

Let me quote Wayman Mullins. He is
the author of a source book. Here is his
book. Mr. Mullins’ book, a source book,
the sources, he has done a lot of re-
search, a source book on domestic and
international terrorism. He says this
organization, of which these, many of
these members were released last
week, they were dangerous, dedicated,
and committed. Dangerous, dedicated
and committed. As a former cop, let me
say that that is a very lethal combina-
tion. A very lethal combination. The
FALN was a group that got involved in
a lot of things.

I think we should have some exam-
ples. I am standing up here talking
about bombings and armed car rob-
beries and talking about other acts of
terrorism in major cities, New York
City, which put fear in the hearts of
people throughout the country. Let me
give my colleagues some specific exam-
ples so they will know exactly what
these people who were released from
prison last week because the President
let them go, we all should have an idea
of what they did, of what they were in-
volved in.

Among the FALN actions: October 26,
1974, five bombings. Five bombings in
downtown New York City. More than $1
million in damage. That was in 1974.

December 11, 1974, New York police
were called to an upper East Side
building to collect a dead body. The
building was booby trapped. A police
officer was injured and lost an eye.

January 24, again the FALN, January
24, 1975, Fraunces Tavern bombed, four
killed, 54 injured, more than $300,000 in
damage.

June 15, 1975, two bombs detonated in
the Chicago Loop area.

February 1977, Merchandise Mart in
Chicago bombed, millions in damages.
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August 3, 1977, Mobile Oil employ-

ment office in New York bombed. One
killed, several injured.

November, 1979, two Chicago military
recruiting offices and an armory
bombed.

March, 1980, FALN members seized at
the Carter-Mondale campaign office in
Chicago and the George Bush campaign
office in Chicago destroying property
and spray painting separatist slogans
on all the walls.

December 31, 1982, four bombs deto-
nated in New York outside police and
Federal buildings. Does this sound like
a replay of Oklahoma City? Maybe
Oklahoma City was modeled after some
of what these people had done. Let me
repeat that. Four bombs detonated in
New York outside police and Federal
buildings. And, remember, this is the
same group that called in a report of a
dead body and booby trapped the build-
ing so that these police officers, and we
all know cops, we all have some in our
families, some that are our friends, to
walk in this building and hopefully be
hurt. That is exactly what the intent
was of the FALN.

Now, they had a leader, their leader
was Morales, William Morales. Morales
escaped from a hospital in New York
and fled to Mexico. Guess what he did
in Mexico. Well, he killed a cop. Shot a
police officer. Guess what Mr. Morales
is now doing. Mr. Morales went to
Cuba. What is he doing? He just heard
the news. The news has gone to Cuba
that the President of the United States
has issued a pardon to the terrorists of
the FALN. So what has Mr. Morales
now done? He has applied for a pardon.
He has now asked for clemency from
the President of the United States.

If anyone were to have asked me a
few weeks ago what the chances were
of any of these people being granted
clemency, I would have said none, zero,
zip. That is not going to happen. Now,
I do not know. Maybe this guy in Cuba
is going to get to walk away from kill-
ing the cop, from leading this organiza-
tion. It is disturbing. It is really dis-
turbing.

Let us talk about a few of the people
that have just walked. Edwin Cortes,
born 1955, sentenced in October 1985, 14
years ago, 35 years for conspiracy, in-
cluding the bombing of military train-
ing centers. Released by order of the
administration.

Elizam Escobar, born 1948, sentenced
in February 1981, 18 years ago, to 60
years for firearms violations. Released
by order of the administration.

Ricardo Jimenez, born 1956, sen-
tenced in February 1981 to 90 years, to
90 years. He served 19. Ordered released
under the clemency by the President
last week.

Robert Maldonado-Rivera, born 1936,
sentenced in June 1989 to 5 years for his
role in the 1983 heist of $7.1 million. Re-
leased in 1994. But the clemency that
he got forgave his $100,000 dollar fine.

They not only let these people out of
jail, but if they owed a fine, which they
had not paid for the damage they had

done, the millions in bombings and the
money they had stolen from armored
cars and so on, they do not even have
to pay the money back any more. Take
a regular citizen in our country who
owes money to a bank in default. I
wonder if they get to walk away from
that? No, they do not get to walk away
from it. But if an individual happens to
be a terrorist with the FALN, then
they can get this clemency.

Let us go on, and I will pick a couple
more here. Juan Segarra-Palmer, born
1950, sentenced in October 1985, 14 years
ago, 55 years in prison and a $500,000
fine for conspiracy, for bank robbery,
for interstate transportation of stolen
money in connection with the 1983 ar-
mored car heist. He will serve 5 more
years, and he gets out of the medium-
security prison.

Norman Ramirez-Talavera, born 1957,
sentenced in June 1989 for 5 years for a
1983 armored car heist. He was released
in 1994, but the clemency just worked
out forgave a $50,000 fine.

Well, we will not go through all of
them. Let me pick one or two others.

Luis Rosa, born 1960, sentenced in
February 1981 to 75 years for con-
spiracy and firearms violations.

Carmen Valentin, born 1946, sen-
tenced in February 1981 to 90 years for
conspiracy and firearms violations.

So I think we all get an idea of what
we are dealing with. We have a good
idea of what these people are. They are
not our neighbor next door. They are
not regular Joe or regular Jane down
the street. These are bad people and
they did bad things and they hurt a lot
of people.

I do not know if any of my colleagues
have been watching TV in the last cou-
ple of weeks, but maybe they have seen
the widow or some of the surviving
family members of those people
bombed in New York City. It reminded
me of Oklahoma City. And I cannot for
the life of me understand how a presi-
dent can pardon those people. We
should make them pay the price. What
kind of message are we sending out
there? What kind of message do we
send to our young people? What kind of
message do we send to the rest of the
world?

Now, some of my colleagues may ask
why I am bringing up all these points;
that it seems so one-sided; that there
must be some logical thinking behind
this. The President must have had a
profound reason why he would take
such a dramatic step to release these
hardened criminals well before they
were supposed to be released. There
must be some reasoning to it.

Well, I think before we go to what I
think the reasoning is, we ought to
talk a little more about these convicts.
One of the things that the President
quickly said after he found out he had
created a firestorm in this country,
after he found out some people were
going to say we want accountability,
Mr. President. It is true that the Presi-
dent has the right to grant clemency.
That is under the constitution. We are

not contesting this right. But the
President owes it to the American peo-
ple to explain to the American people
why he is letting these Puerto Rican
terrorists go.

Well, the answer came back, because
they have held up their hand and prom-
ised that they will not commit any
more violence; that they have re-
nounced violence as a part of their life.
It is amazing. I used to be a cop. It is
amazing how many convicts and how
many people we arrest that all of a
sudden will find a new life; all of a sud-
den they would promise me, look, I am
not going to do it any more. I have
changed my ways. I have changed my
life. Really, to determine whether that
person is sincere or not we have to do
some research. It is like anything else.
What are the facts? What is the re-
search? We have to look into the per-
son’s background.

Well, it has happened on a couple of
these people. They tape recorded these
convicts’ conversations in jail. And
what was interesting was that these
convicts knew, they knew their con-
versations were being taped, so this
was not anything secret. They were not
secretly disclosing their thoughts
about violence. They knew they were
being tape recorded and they could
have cared less. They wanted people to
know. And I will give an example.

Jailhouse statements of some of the
FALN members. In October 1995, for ex-
ample, Luis Rosa, Alicia Rodriguez,
and Carlos Torres told the Chicago
Tribune they have nothing to be sorry
for and they have no intention of ever
renouncing an armed revolution.

Another FALN member granted
clemency, Ricardo Jimenez, told the
judge in his case, ‘‘We are going to
fight. We are going to fight. Revolu-
tionary justice will take care of you
and everybody else.’’ Now, does that
sound like the average case that a
president should let out of jail?

Well, what does the FBI think about
all of this? What are their thoughts?
Well, first of all, guess what has hap-
pened? We in the United States Con-
gress think, as I stated earlier, that
the people deserve an explanation of
why the President and the administra-
tion took this action. We do not doubt
that the President has the authority,
as I mentioned earlier, under the Con-
stitution to do this, but he owes an ex-
planation to the American people. But
guess what. The White House all of a
sudden grabs a paper and says execu-
tive privilege. It is executive privilege.

Executive privilege used to be used
by the presidents when we had a secret
we were afraid our foreign enemies
would find out about, like a military
secret, or a secret military mission or
something with the Central Intel-
ligence Agency that the President, to
protect those secrets, would say execu-
tive privilege. What secret is to be pro-
tected here of a national threat? None.
But there may be some political intent
that ought to be protected. But that is
what the President has done. They
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have said executive privilege. They do
not want there to be testimony to
these Federal agencies. The President
does not want them to go to the United
States Congress, who are elected by the
people of this country, and to testify
about this.

Well, the FBI was able to speak, a
top FBI official, and I am quoting from
the Associated Press of September 22,
that is today, this is hot off the wire,
this happened yesterday on the Hill, so
let me read a couple of things, ‘‘Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation. A top FBI
official told Congress he regards,’’ he
regards, and, remember, he is at the
very top echelon of the FBI, ‘‘he re-
gards Puerto Rican militants, freed in
a grant of clemency by President Clin-
ton as terrorists who continue to rep-
resent a threat to the United States of
America.’’

Here is the agency that we charge
with law enforcement, the agency that
we charge with the priority investiga-
tion of terrorist acts. And what do they
say to the President? Well, what they
say I wish they could have had the op-
portunity to say before he released
them. I wish the President would have
called them and asked them, but he did
not. They say, one of the top officials
says, they continue to represent a
threat to the United States of America.

The article goes on: ‘‘Gallagher,’’
that is the gentleman’s name, FBI,
‘‘Gallagher’s testimony marked the
first time that Federal law enforce-
ment officials have testified on the
issue. Also on hand were officials from
the Justice Department and the Bu-
reau of Prisons. They were barred.’’
They were stopped. ‘‘They were barred
from answering questions about clem-
ency because of the White House execu-
tive privilege.’’

Do I think they should be out on the
street? I think these are criminals and
that they are terrorists and that they
represent a threat to the United
States, says Gallagher, the top FBI of-
ficer. Let me repeat that.
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‘‘Do I think they should be out on the

street?’’
That is the question.
‘‘I think these are criminals, and

they are terrorists, and that they rep-
resent a threat to the United States.’’

How much clearer can that informa-
tion be?

As my colleagues know, we have to
rely, and we have had some problems.
We will talk about Waco and some
other issues. We have had some prob-
lems with our law enforcement agen-
cies, but we have got a lot of good cops
out there, and we ought to rely on
them, and it is not just the FBI that
said do not do it, there are a lot of law
enforcement agencies out there that
said:

Mr. President, do not do this. These
people remain a threat to our society.
They remain a direct threat to the
United States of America. Listen to us.

That is what happened. Signed the
paper.

Let me go further:
The FBI was one of several law en-

forcement organizations opposed to the
clemency. Asked about the continuing
threat of the FALN and its sister group
in Puerto Rico, Gallagher ticked off a
handful of more recent bombings in
Chicago and Puerto Rico believed to
have been conducted by these very or-
ganizations.

Clinton’s offer of clemency has come
under fire from some who have accused
him of making it to boost First Lady
Hillary Rodham Clinton’s popularity
amongst New York’s 1.3 million Puerto
Ricans. Mrs. Clinton is considering a
bid for the Senate from New York in
2000.

Oh, finally, finally we are beginning
to look at maybe there is some kind of
reason, some kind of profound thought
behind such a ludicrous decision to let
these terrorists back out on the street.

You know what I think the average
Puerto Rican in New York, and I am
not Puerto Rican, I am not from New
York, but you know what I think the
average hard-working Puerto Rican in
New York thinks about this? They
probably agree.

Now I may get some calls tonight
from some angry people who do not
agree with me. I expect that; that is
part of my job. But I think there are a
lot of American citizens out there, re-
gardless of whether they are Puerto
Rican, whether they are Irish or Scot-
tish or African American or Hispanic,
and there are a lot of ordinary Ameri-
cans out there that do not think this is
right. They think, if you are a crimi-
nal, if you are a terrorist, you ought to
be in jail, and once we get you in jail,
you ought to stay in jail. At least serve
out the sentences that our justice sys-
tem gave to you. That is what I think
the average American out there thinks
regardless of their ethnic background.

We are Americans. We all want a
country with low crime. We do not
want to have fear every time a truck
pulls up that there is a bomb in the
back of it. We want to be able to go
into a Federal building, we like to go
into the House of Representatives,
without seeing a bullet hole in the
roof, without seeing a bullet in the
drawer. We all think a lot alike. Do not
dare try and separate us based on eth-
nic background. Do not dare try and
say because we are Hispanic American
or Puerto Rican American or Irish
American or African American, but for
some reason just because of ethnic
background we think these terrorists
ought to walk. That drive by the ad-
ministration is wrong; you are going
down the wrong path.

Let me talk a little more about why
and quote the Wall Street Journal, Fri-
day, August 13, same subject to under-
stand.

Remember earlier in the speech I
talked about statistics? You know, do
not just take SCOTT MCINNIS’ word for
it. Let us take a look at what the sta-
tistics say about how many, you know,
about the clemency, how many times,

for example, a logical question, how
many times has the President during
his tenure been asked to grant clem-
ency for prisoners? And once we know
how many times he has been asked,
how many times of that, how many of
those, did he actually grant?

You know, we measure. A lot of
times we measure a good Governor,
you know, on how many pardons they
give. I mean you measure people. We
have to have a tool of measurement.

Well, we have been kind of blessed in
this case. We have got the tools of
measurement. We have a darn good
measurement out there.

To understand how rare it is, this is
the Wall Street Journal, how rare it is
for a President to commute a sentence
or offer remission of a fine as Mr. Clin-
ton did for 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
this week, consider the numbers sup-
plied by the office of the pardoned at-
torney. From the time he took office in
January 1993 until April 2 of this year,
the most recent report from the pardon
office, Mr. Clinton received the request
for 3,042 petitions. He received 3,042 pe-
titions for clemency. Until Wednesday
out of that 3,042 he granted three, three
of those out of 3,042 in the 7 years or so
that he has been in office.

Now the Wall Street Journal, and I
quote again from the Wall Street Jour-
nal, September 8, 1999, and get a hold of
this: This almost makes me my gut
wrench. Listen to this:

The Puerto Ricans had not even sub-
mitted a clemency request, did not
even submit a request, and they got to
be No. 4 out of 3,042.

Now what fell out of the blue sky for
this President all of a sudden to be in-
terested in 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
who had committed bombing crimes? I
remember very well the language in
the speech that the President made in
Oklahoma City. It was a very compas-
sionate speech. It was a good speech.
He cared. Every American cared about
the tragedy that occurred in Oklahoma
City. And I remember the President
talking to us in his State of the Union
addresses about terrorism and the need
to stop it: We must not tolerate ter-
rorism coming from that President.

What happened? What fell out of the
sky?

Well, I tell you what it points to. It
points to a United States Senate race
in the State of New York. He has a lot
of interest in that race up there.

I read to you earlier, Associated
Press, Hillary Clinton 1.3 or 1.4 Puerto
Ricans in New York State.

What is going on here? Are politics so
driven in this country? Is the winning
of elective office so demanding in this
country and so important in this coun-
try that we are willing to put at risk
American lives by releasing these 16
terrorists? Somebody ought to answer
that question. And you know somebody
has answered that question.

I want to read you their answer.
Before I read you this answer, let me

read one other thing that I think is im-
portant for us to consider out of the
Wall Street Journal, Friday, August 13:
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Mrs. Clinton of course hopes one day

to take her place in the parade along-
side New York’s other pols which we
would say explains in a nutshell why
her husband has just granted clemency
to these 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
against the advice of the Justice De-
partment, the FBI and the U.S. Attor-
neys Office that prosecuted the terror-
ists back in the early 1980’s. All of
these law enforcement agencies were
consulted several years about the wis-
dom of releasing these 16 people. All
advised against it.

Well, let me wrap it up with a letter.
I am going to read the letter ver-

batim. It is a couple pages long. I know
that it requires some patience for you
to listen to this. I mean I have been
speaking for a while here. But it is im-
portant because I think it really ad-
dresses from the heart somebody who
has experience in the atrocities that
these terrorists have committed, some-
body who understands that terrorism
must have consequences, that the peo-
ple that commit, that misbehave in our
society, must be punished, and there
must be punishment that means some-
thing. You cannot just slap them on
the hand after they rob the bank and
serve a few years and let them go, espe-
cially considering there were only 3,042
requests and only three got granted.

Well, let us read that letter. Who is it
from? It is from the New York City Po-
lice Commissioner, Howard Safir, and
as I said, I am reading the letter ver-
batim.

With last Friday’s release of 11 of the
14 FALN terrorists President Clinton
has committed an ill-advised and egre-
gious error. He has broken the funda-
mental rule in addressing terrorism. He
has broken the fundamental rule in ad-
dressing terrorism. Never negotiate
deals with terrorists. Never negotiate
deals with terrorists.

Now obviously, Mr. Speaker, when I
repeat a sentence, that is mine, it is
not repeated in the letter.

Mr. Clinton has sent the message
that the lives of American citizens and
of the heroic police officers who defend
them are disposable. As the Police
Commissioner of New York City, I rep-
resent 40,200 officers and take the re-
sponsibility for the safety of 7.4 million
residents. I have become all too famil-
iar with the violence that has been per-
petrated by the members of the Puerto
Rican separatist group known as the
FALN and the manner in which my
city and my officers have suffered at
the their hands.

During a 9-year reign of terror the
FALN was responsible for at least 150
bombings that killed six people and in-
jured more than 70. The brunt of their
viciousness, the brunt of their vicious-
ness, was aimed at the people of New
York City who endured more than 70
attacks and accounted for four of the
deaths and 57 of the injuries. What oth-
ers have termed a war of liberation,
New Yorkers know that to be a war
against the innocent. The targets of
this organization included restaurants

at lunch time, hotels, banks, and de-
partment stores.

While the passage of time may have
faded the memory of some, I cannot
share that perspective. I have seen the
devastating consequences of these de-
structive acts. I have spoken with sev-
eral victims of the attacks and their
families, people like Joseph Connor
whose father, Frank T. Connor, was
killed in the bombing in the Fraunces
Tavern. I know too well the permanent
scars that are carried, the permanent
scars that are carried by Detectives
Rocco Pascarella, Richard Pastorella,
and Anthony Semft. During a wave of
terror that saw the FALN detonate
four separate explosive devices across
the city in the course of a single hour,
these men suffered horrific injuries.
Defending New York City from these
terrorists cost these heroes, cost these
heroes their hands and legs and left
them permanently blinded and pain-
fully maimed. No one can commute the
life sentences, no one can commute the
life sentences that the FALN imposed
upon its victims.

Some argue that the felons to whom
Mr. Clinton offered clemency are not
personally responsible for their organi-
zation’s violence. I cannot agree. The
crimes for which these men and women
were convicted included robbery, the
plotting of bombs and the possession of
dangerous weapons. One of the peti-
tioners possessed a loaded firearm and
more than 10 pounds of dynamite.

In a January, 1998 letter Ronnie L.
Edelman, a deputy bureau chief from
the Department of Justice, acknowl-
edged that several of the petitioners of-
fered clemency were arrested in 1980 for
their involvement in 28 bombings, and
in a recent letter to this newspaper
former assistant U.S. Attorney Debo-
rah Devaney recounted her experiences
with the petitioners. A former federal
prosecutor in Chicago who spent years
bringing criminal cases against the
FALN terrorists, Ms. Devaney de-
scribes capturing several of the peti-
tioners in a van loaded with weapons
and videotaping several others making
bombs that they planed to use at mili-
tary installations. I must question the
unusual progression of events that sur-
round this clemency offer.
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‘‘Mr. Clinton’s offer to the FALN
members represents only his fourth
clemency grant out of more than 3,000
applications filed since 1993. It was ex-
tended before any of the 16 agreed to
renounce violence. The President made
his offer over the objections of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Bu-
reau of Prisons and the U.S. attorneys
in Illinois and Connecticut, the States
where the 16 were convicted.

‘‘In my 26 years as a Justice Depart-
ment official, I never heard of a clem-
ency report being delivered to the
President over the strenuous objec-
tions of these agencies.’’

Let me repeat that. ‘‘In my 26 years
as a Justice Department official, I

never heard of a clemency report being
delivered to the President over the
strenuous objections of these agencies.
The White House has tried to defend
the President’s decision, in part, as a
response to the urgings of church lead-
ers. In particular, the White House has
invoked the name of Cardinal John
O’Connor as a staunch supporter for
the petitioners’ release. This is all the
more perplexing given that in letters
and through his top aides the cardinal
has said he never backed clemency for
these terrorists.

‘‘Mr. Clinton erred grievously in fail-
ing to follow the recommendations of
his own Federal agencies, the House of
Representatives, the 17,500 members of
the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, the 295,000 members of the
Fraternal Order of Police and countless
others who voiced their outrage at this
decision. The United States must make
clear that it will never again make
deals with terrorists.’’

That was a letter read verbatim from
the New York City Police Commis-
sioner Howard Safir.

The question that needs to be an-
swered, of which the White House has
claimed executive privilege, is why
these terrorists, why three out of 3,042
petitions being granted and now we go
to the fourth, and why New York
State?

Mr. President, if it does not have
anything to do with that U.S. Senate
race in New York State, you ought to
waive your executive privilege, al-
though I do not think it exists under
these particular circumstances but re-
gardless of that argument you ought to
waive it and you ought to answer the
American people. You ought to go to
the American people. You do not hesi-
tate one minute to have a press con-
ference when you are touring foreign
countries. Whenever you have some-
thing to say, you go right to the micro-
phone. You are a good speaker. You are
not afraid to address the American peo-
ple. Certainly you have addressed them
on a number of controversial issues.
You ought to address them on this one.
You ought to explain, because what we
see on paper, what we saw walk out of
that prison cell, what we now see on
the streets of America, what we fear in
the hearts of every American, is ter-
rorism that exists today, and you have
not answered it and you ought to an-
swer it.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a time check.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KINGSTON). The gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) has 15 minutes re-
maining.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their com-
ments to the Chair and not to the
President.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to submit for the RECORD a docu-
ment I have dated September 21, 1999,
from the Wall Street Journal.
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 21,

1999]
REVISITING WACO

The siege at Waco in 1993 is the sort of
complicated mess that can end up on the
doorstep of any White House. But the Clin-
ton White House seems to operate under
some unique genetic map, which instinc-
tively triggers legal corner-cutting and then
coverups. Waco is starting to sound, feel and
smell familiar.

We all recall how Charles La Bella, Jus-
tice’s investigator of the 1996 Clinton-Gore
campaign funding scandals, was isolated and
ushered out of the department after he called
for an independent counsel to take over his
job. Precisely the same thing has happened
to a Waco prosecutor.

Bill Johnston, the assistant U.S. attorney
in Texas, warned Attorney General Janet
Reno that her own department might be in-
volved in a coverup of the Waco disaster.
Now we learn that the Justice Department
then removed Mr. Johnston and his boss
from the case on the pretext that there’d be
an appearance of conflict of interest if they
were called as witnesses. But it hasn’t treat-
ed anyone else who is likely to become a wit-
ness this way.

Obviously, the six-year delay in the release
of key details of Justice’s final assault on
Waco is a matter of extreme sensitivity for
Washington Democrats who must figure out
every six weeks or so how to survive inside
the Clinton orbit. While Ms. Reno made a
grand show of sending U.S. marshals across
the street to seize evidence from the FBI’s
building, it’s now clear that Justice lawyers
preparing its defense in a civil suit filed by
the families of dead Branch Davidians had
the crucial information all along.

House Democrats meanwhile, led by Rep.
Henry Waxman, claim that Republicans were
informed back in 1995 of the pyrotechnic de-
vices used at Waco, but in making that point
they concede that Justice had the informa-
tion too. Hill Democrats are clearly sen-
sitive about any suggestion of their own
complicity in a possible coverup.

Who can forget Rep. (now Senator) Charles
Schumer’s highly successful attempts to
sidetrack the House hearings on Waco with
discussions of the National Rifle Associa-
tion’s contacts with Republicans and alleged
child abuse by David Koresh? Mr. Schumer’s
smoke did more than anything else to ob-
scure realities we’re now facing.

Webster Hubbell, the convicted felon from
Little Rock, was Justice’s point man with
the White House on the Waco siege. He also
is in a sensitive frame of mind. In his recent
memoirs he obviously makes excuses for his
role in approving the use of dangerous CS
gas against the Branch Davidians. He even
claims to have come up with a ‘‘solution’’ to
the standoff hours before the final assault
began, but was blocked from entering the
FBI building until after the gas rounds were
fired. Sure would be nice if former Senator
John Danforth could establish the truth of
this claim.

What precisely is at issue here? It is clear-
ly in the public interest to have a full and
complete historical record, in part to defuse
conspiracy theorists who already believe the
government is out to get them. More pre-
cisely, at issue in Senator Danforth’s inde-
pendent probe of Waco is whether and how
law enforcement overreacted. The Branch
Davidians were a particularly deranged sect,
and four Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms agents were killed in the initial
raid that started the seven-week siege. But
we will probably never conclusively learn
who or what started the fire that killed doz-
ens of Mr. Koresh’s followers that day.

In any event, law enforcement did learn an
important lesson from Waco. No similar inci-

dent has occurred during the administration
of FBI Director Louis Freeh. In 1996, for in-
stance, a group of con artists in Montana
named the Freemen were safely lured out of
their armed standoff with the Feds through
the use of more patient tactics.

But the unfinished business of Waco per-
sists in the public mind: Was there a cover-
up? Is there something beyond the death of
two dozen children to explain the extreme
sensitivity of the FBI, the Justice Depart-
ment and congress on the issue?

It is certainly interesting that one of Mr.
Danforth’s primary missions is to explore
the implications of the 1878 ‘‘Posse Com-
itatus’’ law. It forbids use of the U.S. mili-
tary in domestic law enforcement actions.
The Texas Rangers seem to have uncovered
evidence that members of the Army’s elite
Delta Force anti-terrorist unit were at Waco.
The law provides for a Presidential wavier in
case of emergencies: President Reagan
signed a waiver, for example, to use Army
units to quell prison riots. The White House
claims no one ever asked President Clinton
to sign a waiver for Waco. So Mr. Danforth
has to determine, was Delta Force at Waco,
and if so, on whose authority? Obviously it
didn’t move there on its own, and breaches of
the military chain of command are a serious
national issue.

Mr. Danforth will need a thorough inves-
tigation and candid report to still the drums
of conspiracy. A sequel to an Emmy-award
winning independent film on Waco, for exam-
ple, will soon question the denial that the
White House counsel’s office ever considered
a Posse Comitatus waiver. Indeed, Mr. Dan-
forth may find himself plowing some of the
same ground covered by Kenneth Starr. Lisa
Foster, widow of the late White House Dep-
uty Counsel Vincent Foster, told the FBI
that her husband was deeply troubled by
Waco and blamed himself for the death of the
children there. A Waco file was inventoried
in the contents of his office.

Mr. Danforth says he is reluctant to ques-
tion President Clinton about the issue of a
Presidential waiver from Posse Comitatus.
That is understandable, given the fate of the
last prosecutor to ask probing questions of
the President. Yet considering the sorry
credibility of the White House, the Justice
Department and the FBI, he has a responsi-
bility to make sure the record is straight
and complete. Otherwise, we’ll all be adding
Waco as one more item in the high pile of
Clinton contradictions from which we’re all
supposed to ‘‘move on.’’

WACO, WILL WE EVER KNOW THE TRUTH?
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to

wrap up my comments on another issue
dealing with Waco. First of all, as I
mentioned earlier, some who maybe
have just come into the Chamber do
not know this but I have a law enforce-
ment background. I will say, the first
thing that can happen to law enforce-
ment is a bad cop, a bad decision. I do
not know any profession in our society,
well, I know some. Medical doctors,
ambulance drivers, firemen, but the po-
lice officer really fits up there in that
very top category of a respected profes-
sion.

People trust us. They trust police of-
ficers. That trust needs to be protected
and it needs to be extended.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to take a
minute to talk about what concerns me
on Waco, Texas. We all agree that in
Waco, Texas, there was a whacko down
there, there was a nut down there and
he is primarily responsible for the

deaths of a lot of people. He was a sick
man, and he was so perverted in his
mind he led many others to their
deaths if he did not execute them him-
self.

We have to put that aside and see
what happened with our Justice De-
partment and what happened at Waco,
Texas. Did our own law enforcement
agencies down at that particular situa-
tion, did they lie to us, the American
people? Have they concealed something
down in Waco, Texas? It appears they
have.

I can remember just 2 or 3 weeks ago
when statements were being made by
the Justice Department and others,
there were no military operations
going on at Waco, Texas. In this coun-
try, unless it is waived by the Presi-
dent of the United States, we have a
ban of using military forces for domes-
tic situations like this. The President
has the right to waive it. For example,
I think, if history serves my mind
right, President Ford waived it to
allow the military to help in rescue op-
erations in a flood and so on. In Waco,
Texas, I saw tanks being driven, others
may have seen it, driven right into the
side of the building. Who is driving
those tanks? Nonmilitary people are
driving those tanks?

What are we doing? Ruby Ridge, one
of the blackest eyes law enforcement
has received in the history of this
country. I resent what happened at
Ruby Ridge because I like to think I
was a good cop and I know there are a
lot of good cops out there and Ruby
Ridge put a black eye on law enforce-
ment in this country.

We had a sniper up there who the
State of Idaho even felt it was nec-
essary they file State charges against
him and the U.S. Justice Department
preempted it and had the charges
erased. Guess where that sniper shows
up again? That sniper is back in Waco,
Texas.

How did the law enforcement handle
that? That is a question all of us ask.
There is no question about whether or
not the guy inside that building was a
nut. He was a nut. The question is, how
did you handle this? The response, it
looks like, was a cover-up, a diversion
and lies. That does not need to be done
to the people you work for. In law en-
forcement, you work for the people. We
are the good guys. You ought to be
truthful with us. If you have got a bad
cop, and I will say as a former cop if
you are working with a bad cop you
can stop it. You ought to stop it. You
owe it to your career to stop it. You
owe it to the very thoughts of law en-
forcement, to the ideals of law enforce-
ment, to stop a bad cop. If you are out
there and you are a cop or you are in
the Justice Department or you are in
the FBI and you know something that
went on at Waco, Texas, and it has not
been disclosed yet or it has been con-
cealed, come forward now and let the
American people know the whole story.

I have no doubt that the American
people would have supported what hap-
pened down there had the whole story
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been told in the first place. They do
not think that you are God. They do
not think that you are perfect. They
understand that there were problems in
a very difficult situation, but do not lie
to them. That is what happened.

We have an investigation by the Jus-
tice Department. Interesting, Justice
Department investigating Justice De-
partment. They call it an independent
investigation. We have had a number of
other independent investigations that
have occurred in different areas. I hope
it is truly independent, and I hope the
Justice Department is willing to stand
up and answer for what went on down
there.

I want to submit one other thing for
the RECORD. Having the time, I want to
read this editorial, Tuesday, September
7, Wall Street Journal: ‘‘This being the
age of Clinton, Louis Freeh is being set
up as the fall guy for a cover-up of the
disastrous Waco assault. Never mind
that he did not take over the FBI until
nearly 4 months after the assault and
crucial decisions on how to investigate
it. What matters is that he has been a
politically independent thorn in the
side of Mr. Clinton and Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno.

‘‘Miss Reno originally became a
media darling by claiming to take re-
sponsibility for the 1993 raid that killed
about 80 Branch Davidians. In fact,
double felon Webster Hubbell was the
contact between Justice and the White
House; Miss Reno was not even in Jus-
tice’s crisis-management bunker dur-
ing much of the assault day; she was
out giving a speech.

‘‘Now, a civil lawsuit has uncovered
evidence of Justice Department decep-
tion, so we read stories quoting
unnamed Reno aides that she is ‘furi-
ous’ that she was not told that at least
two incendiary devices were used at
Waco after all. Other stories question
Mr. Freeh’s handling of the matter.
And in case anyone missed the buck-
passing point, the Attorney General os-
tentatiously sent U.S. marshals to
seize previously undisclosed audiotapes
of the raid from FBI headquarters.

‘‘President Clinton then added his
spin, pointedly expressing confidence
in Miss Reno on Saturday from Camp
David while withholding it from Mr.
Freeh. ‘I think that with regard to the
director, there is going to be an inde-
pendent investigation,’ he said.

‘‘Maybe they should put Mr. Freeh’s
mugshot up at the post office.

‘‘We have seen this kind of treatment
before in Bill Clinton’s Washington.
Billy Dale got himself fired when the
Friends of Bill wanted to take over the
White House Travel Office, and was
even indicted by Miss Reno’s Justice
hounds, though a jury quickly acquit-
ted him.

‘‘Linda Tripp found her personnel
records leaked from the Pentagon. And
Jean Lewis, who recommended action
in Whitewater, had her deleted per-
sonal computer files unerased and
broadcast in Congress.

‘‘Mr. Freeh has now joined the target
list because he has been a rare dis-

senter from the Reno pattern of politi-
cized Justice. Along with Justice inves-
tigator Charles LaBella, he broke with
Miss Reno to urge an independent
counsel in the campaign-finance scan-
dal.

‘‘Congress recently discovered that
Justice politicos had refused an FBI re-
quest to wiretape suspected Los Ala-
mos spy Wen Ho Lee. And he knows the
FBI opposed Mr. Clinton’s outrageous
recent grant of clemency to 16 Puerto
Rican nationalists linked to a terrorist
group.

‘‘This is not to say Mr. Freeh has
been entirely successful in rooting out
the FBI’s self-protective culture. The
agency’s lack of candor regarding its
role at Ruby Ridge, Idaho, was a seri-
ous black mark. It is entirely possible
that agents also sought to cover up the
truth about Waco. But anyone actually
concerned about the merits of the mat-
ter should consult two articles we pub-
lished last week by officially-des-
ignated outside investigators.

‘‘It was Miss Reno, actually we are
entitled to presume Mr. Hubbell, who
decided on an internal investigation of
the role of Justice and the FBI. By con-
trast, Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bent-
sen chartered an independent inves-
tigation of the role played by his de-
partment through the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms. See the Au-
gust 30 article by sometimes special
Prosecutor Henry Ruth who served on
the ATF team.

‘‘When Mr. Freeh arrived on the
scene, was he supposed to overturn the
Reno/Hubbell decision?

‘‘At the first meeting of a panel of 10
experts appointed to make rec-
ommendations about future Wacos,
Harvard psychiatrist Alan A. Stone
wrote on August 31, ‘We discovered
that Justice had no intention of telling
us what actually happened during the
first raid.’

‘‘Mr. Stone adds, ‘because the Justice
Department’s published investigation
was so inadequate, I sent a copy of my
preliminary memorandum to the
newly-appointed director of the FBI,
Louis B. Freeh, hoping to break
through the stonewall. Soon the cru-
cial FBI actors were phoning me with
some of the candid answers.’

‘‘A House committee also sought to
investigate, but Democrats, led by now
Senator CHUCK SCHUMER, practiced up
for impeachment hearings by turning
the procedure into a circus. As the
hearings wound up, Representative
JOHN CONYERS said Republicans tried
to implicate everyone ‘but the butler.’
Mr. SCHUMER complained of ‘Monday
morning quarterbacking,’ and intoned
‘if we did hearings on D-Day, we would
end up court-martialing General Eisen-
hower.’

‘‘As for Miss Reno, on Waco as on so
much else, she has run the most politi-
cized Justice Department since John
Mitchell under Richard Nixon. She has
sought to protect the White House at
every turn, especially after meeting
with the President on her reappoint-

ment at the outset of his second term.
She has named special counsels for
trivial cases against cabinet members
but refused them on serious charges
against the President and the vice
president, despite the LaBella and
Freeh recommendation.

‘‘Indeed, she humilitated Mr.
LaBella, sending her department a po-
tent message about dissent from the
Clinton political line. Now she is try-
ing to do the same with Mr. Freeh.
Meanwhile, she has flagrantly violated
the Vacancy Act by leaving important
positions filled with ‘acting heads.’

‘‘The result is a demoralized Justice
Department that cannot be trusted to
enforce the rule of law.’’

b 2245

‘‘This problem will not be solved by
an outside Waco investigator, assum-
ing any serious person would even take
the appointment from her. The only
way Ms. Reno can begin restoring con-
fidence in justice is to resign.’’

That is a Wall Street Journal edi-
torial dated Tuesday, September 7.

My point here is this: it is time for us
to weed out the bad cops. In our soci-
ety, we want good cops. I used to be
one of them. We respect them. But if
we have a bad cop, we have to stand up;
we have an obligation, we have a fidu-
ciary duty to the American people, if
we have a bad cop, get them out.

f

TAX RELIEF FOR THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the Speaker pro tempore, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), and I thank my colleague from
Colorado for the comments that he
made earlier this evening, and I wel-
come my colleague from Colorado to
the House Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. Speaker, I would note for our
dedicated staff and those who join us
tonight that I do not intend on taking
much time; however, I thought it was
important to come down and offer a
perspective, based on the labors of my
colleague from Colorado and others
who serve on the House Committee on
Ways and Means and, indeed, the work
of this body and the other body, in at-
tempting to restore to the American
people tax relief and tax fairness.

Mr. Speaker, much has been made in
the media from the punditocracy about
how our President stands foursquare
against tax relief for the American
people, how he is poised to reject al-
most $800 billion in tax relief, and I
think a couple of points are worth not-
ing.

First of all, we should reaffirm in
this place at this time that the money
we are talking about does not belong to
the United States Government, is not
locked away in some secret account in
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some Federal vault; the revenue which
runs this government, the money uti-
lized to operate this Federal Govern-
ment comes from the people, Mr.
Speaker. And, by flourishing a veto
pen, Mr. Speaker, the President of the
United States, in essence, is once again
adding to the tax burden of the Amer-
ican people; over the next 10 years,
adding almost $1 trillion in taxes. To
be technical about it, in excess of $790
billion in taxes, taxes that this body
and the other body reduced; taxes that
would have provided full deductibility
of health insurance for small business,
that would have put an end over the
next 10 years to the death tax, that
would have cut taxes across the board
some 1 percent, that would have re-
duced the capital gains rate because
Americans should not be punished for
investing and succeeding.

We also note, Mr. Speaker, that in
the news today, even as we discuss the
domestic concerns that we have, there
are international concerns as well.
News comes from the other body of a
General Accounting Office report show-
ing that our President, Mr. Speaker, in
three trips alone, has spent in excess of
$70 million. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, one
trip to the continent of Africa cost the
American people some $40 million with
staff attendance numbering in excess of
1,000, and with the money, Mr. Speak-
er, coming from accounts belonging to
the Defense Department.

Here is the grand paradox: At a time
when we are threatened with returning
to the days of the hollow force which
has haunted the Clinton administra-
tion and this Nation some 20 years ago,
this administration is using money
that could go to help our men and
women in uniform for the arrival of Air
Force One on another continent and for
the ruffles and flourishes, in addition
to the customary security, which no
one would deny our Commander in
Chief. But it seems to me, Mr. Speaker,
to be once again a dereliction of duty
and indeed, sadly, so often has this
been the case, in recent weeks, the
clemency granted to over one dozen
Puerto Rican terrorists who were luke
warm in their denunciation of violence,
to the curious conduct in an election
year with funds supplied by Communist
China, and the curious transfer of tech-
nology by American firms to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, to reports last
week of, Mr. Speaker, what can only be
called appeasement of the outlaw Na-
tion of North Korea. Indeed, character-
ized by some in the press, and I hesi-
tate to use the term, for it is strong,
but I believe it is accurate, that this
great Nation, our great Nation may
have succumbed to nuclear blackmail.

Then we go down the list. The pil-
fering of 900 FBI files of political oppo-
nents; the sacking of dedicated civil
servants at the White House Travel Of-
fice, and the despair and tragedy that
met American citizens six years ago in
Waco, Texas. It reaches a point, Mr.
Speaker, when the American people
say, is there no end? Is there no jus-

tice? Is there, in fact, a case to be made
for one who would willingly commit
perjury and obstruction of justice? For
if one is derelict in small things, what
happens when the greater questions
arise? What happens with the greater
questions of national security? What
happens with the stewardship of the
hard-earned dollars of the American
men and women who offer their funds,
freely and voluntarily, through tax-
ation?

We believe, Mr. Speaker, in our com-
mon sense majority that there are four
goals that confront us. One is to bol-
ster and strengthen our national secu-
rity. We have done so in this chamber
by working, at long last, after a six-
year absence, to regain the techno-
logical edge in terms of a missile de-
fense system for this country, concur-
rently increasing salaries for our mili-
tary personnel. We have also moved,
Mr. Speaker, even as we try to improve
the lot in life for those men and women
in uniform, we also recognize that a
national priority should be education.
But, even as it is a national priority,
Mr. Speaker, it remains a local con-
cern. And, we in this common sense
conservative majority in this chamber
have passed two bills that reflect that.
One has been nicknamed Ed Flex, edu-
cational flexibility in terms of block
granting a piece of legislation endorsed
by all 50 of the Nation’s governors,
whether they were Republican or Dem-
ocrat, to provide flexibility at the
State level and ultimately at the local
level, so that we can return power to
the people who are duly elected to
local school boards, and more impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, to teachers who
seek to educate those young people in
their classrooms, in their individual
communities day in and day out.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, I was honored
that our new Education Land Grant
Act passed this House by unanimous
vote, a procedure calling on the great
work done by those who have gone be-
fore. Justice Smith Morrell of
Vermont, to be specific, with the
Morrell Land Grant Act of the 1860s,
where we update that to apply that to
public and secondary school for a con-
veyance procedure, a uniform proce-
dure for the conveyance of Federal
land, nonenvironmental sensitive Fed-
eral land, for the construction of new
educational facilities. Again, a tool to
empower local communities because we
understand ultimately that people on
the front lines at home understand how
best to educate our children instead of
the theories and the spending programs
exercised by Washington bureaucrats.
So those are two of our priorities.

The third, of course, is to strengthen
Social Security and Medicare. I look to
the work done by my colleagues on the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
chairman, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER); the Subcommittee on
Social Security chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), try-
ing to work out a plan that will not
only save Social Security for today’s

retirees, but for baby boomers who will
age into that category, and more im-
portantly, for the generations yet to
come, generations who grow more
skeptical about that program as years
pass, and to put the emphasis on per-
sonalization of accounts, so that future
retirees can have some discretion and
some personalization of the way in
which they would spend their pension
funds.

We also will work on the Committee
on Ways and Means of course to
strengthen Medicare as we again seek
to maximize choice and to offer pre-
scription drugs to the truly needy
among the elderly, rather than a gov-
ernment handout, characterized by one
of my constituents as an effort to raise
her Social Security premiums to pay
prescription drug benefits for the likes
of Ross Perot.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we return to
the topic that I mentioned at the out-
set and that is tax relief and tax fair-
ness for all Americans. Again, make no
mistake. With a veto of the tax bill,
the President of the United States has,
in essence, increased taxes on the
American people in excess of $700 bil-
lion, close to $800 billion. I think it
amounts to a $1 trillion mistake. But
ultimately, Mr. Speaker, the American
people will be the judge. We will con-
tinue to work in this chamber in a con-
structive way to defend the rights of
Americans and to embrace the notion
that the American people work hard
for the money they earn, and that they
should keep more of it and send less of
it here to Washington.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. COBLE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of the death of his
father.

Mr. DICKEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of a fam-
ily medical emergency.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BALDACCI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,

today.
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Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TOWNS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DIAZ-BALART) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, September 23.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
September 29.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes,
today and September 23.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today.
f

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 1059. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing dates present to the President,
for his approval, bills of the House of
the following titles:

On September 21, 1999:
H.R. 1905. Making appropriations for the

Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2490. Making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes.

On September 22, 1999:
H.R. 2587. Making appropriations for the

government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against revenues of said District for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, September 23, 1999,
at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4350. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Fresh Prunes Grown in Des-
ignated Counties in Washington and

Umatilla County, Oregon; Increased Assess-
ment Rate [Docket No. FV99–924–1 FR] re-
ceived September 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

4351. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Milk in the Southwest Plains
Marketing Area; Suspension of Certain Pro-
visions of the Order [DA–99–06] received Sep-
tember 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4352. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Irish Potatoes Grown in Colorado;
Increased Assessment Rate [Docket No.
FV99–948–1 FR] received September 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

4353. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for FY 2000 budget amendments for
the Departments of Commerce, Defense, En-
ergy, State, and the Treasury, the General
Services Administration, International As-
sistance Programs, the National Science
Foundation, and the Office of Personnel
Management, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107; (H.
Doc. No. 106–129); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

4354. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for resources to be used to fund construction
projects in Europe; (H. Doc. No. 106–128); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

4355. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7719] received August 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

4356. A letter from the Administrator,
Food and Nutrition Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition
Program: Legislative Changes From the Wil-
liam F. Goodling Child Nutrition Reauthor-
ization Act of 1998 (RIN: 0584–AC80) received
August 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

4357. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel, Office of the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Department of Education, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Administration
of Grants and Agreements with Institutions
of Higher Education, Hospitals, and Other
Non-Profit Organizations; Direct Grant Pro-
grams; State Administered Programs; Defi-
nitions that Apply to Department Regula-
tions; Uniform Administrative Requirements
for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to
State and Local Governments; Protection of
Human Subjects; Student Rights in Re-
search, Experimental Programs and Testing;
Family Educational Rights and Privacy—Re-
ceived September 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

4358. A letter from the Associate Chief,
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Commu-
nications Assistance for Law Enforcement
Act [CC Docket No. 97–213] received August
31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4359. A letter from the Associate Division
Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Com-
munications Assistance for Law Enforce-
ment Act [CC Docket No. 97–213] received

August 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4360. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (St. Anne
and Beaverville, Illinois) [MM Docket No. 98–
64; RM–9272; RM–9358] received August 31,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4361. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Cedar Key, Florida)
[MM Docket No. 99–72; RM–9323] received Au-
gust 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4362. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule—Broadcast Television National Owner-
ship Rules; Review of the Commission’s Reg-
ulations Governing Television Broadcasting;
Television Satellite Stations Review of Pol-
icy and Rules [MM Docket No. 96–222, MM
Docket No. 91–221, MM Docket No. 87–8]—re-
ceived August 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4363. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief, Management, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—International Settle-
ment Rates Report and Order on Reconsider-
ation and Order Lifting Stay [IB Docket No.
96–261, FCC 99–124] received September 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4364. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (La
Jara, Colorado; Westcliffe, Colorado; Carmel
Valley, California; Nanakuli, Hawaii;
Wahiawa, Hawaii; Hanapepe, Hawaii;
Holualoa, Hawaii; Honokaa, Hawaii; Kihei,
Hawaii; Kurtistown, Hawaii [MM Docket No.
99–106; RM–9509; MM Docket No. 99–110; RM–
9513; MM Docket No. 99–171; RM–9574; MM
Docket No. 99–172; RM–9575; MM Docket No.
99–173; RM–9576; MM Docket No. 99–175; RM–
9578; MM Docket No. 99–176; RM–9579; MM
Docket No. 99–177; RM–9580; MM Docket No.
99–178; RM–9581; MM Docket No. 99–179; RM–
9582] Received September 7, 1999, pursuant to
5 to the Committee on Commerce.

4365. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Absence and Leave; Use of
Restored Annual Leave (RIN: 3206–AI71) re-
ceived August 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

4366. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Endangered and Threatened Wild-
life and Plants; Final Rule to Remove the
American Peregrine Falcon from the Federal
List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife,
and to Remove the Similarity of Appearance
Provision for Free-Flying Peregrines in the
Conterminous United States (RIN: 1018–
AF04) received August 27, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

4367. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Tuna Fisheries; Regu-
latory Adjustments [Docket No. 990513131–
9153–02; I.D. 051299B] (RIN: 0648–AM69) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
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4368. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-

trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Tuna Fisheries; Regu-
latory Adjustments [Docket No. 990513131–
9131–01; I.D. 051299B] (RIN: 0648–AM69) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

4369. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Bluefin
Tuna Catch Reporting [Docket No. 990618163–
9163–01; I.D. 052799D] (RIN: 0648–AM81) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

4370. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Highly Migratory Spe-
cies (HMS) Fisheries; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna
1999 Quota and Effort Control Specifications
[Docket No. 990217050–9147–02; I.D. 010799A]
(RIN: 0648–AM27) received August 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4371. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Final Policy on the National Wildlife
Refuge System and Compensatory Mitiga-
tion under the Section 10/404 Program [1018–
AF64] received September 10, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

4372. A letter from the Associate Chief
Counsel, FHA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commercial Driver Disqualification
Provision [FHWA Docket No. FHWA–97–3103]
(RIN: 2125–AE28) received August 30, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4373. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of the
legal description of the Class E Airspace;
Cincinnati, OH [Airspace Docket No. 99–
AGL–32] received August 30, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4374. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Safety
Zone: Staten Island Fireworks, Lower New
York Bay and Raritan Bay [CGD01–99–094]
(RIN: 2115–AA97) received August 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4375. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Draw-
bridge Operation Regulations: Hutchinson
River, NY [CGD01–99–153] received August 27,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4376. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revocation of Class
E Airspace, Lafayette, Aretz Airport, IN
[Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–36] received
August 30, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4377. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace and Class E Airspace; Terre
Haute, IN [Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–35]

received August 30, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4378. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Escanaba, MI [Airspace
Docket No. 99–AGL–34] received August 30,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4379. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 747–400, 757–200, 767–
200 and 767–300 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
99–NM–111–AD; Amendment 39–11282; AD 99–
18–16] received September 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4380. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Establishment of a
Balanced Measurement System [TD 8830]
(RIN: 1545–AW80) received August 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4381. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Extension of Relief
Relating to Application of Nondiscrimina-
tion Rules for Certain Governmental Plans
[Notice 99–40] received August 30, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

4382. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—1999 Marginal Pro-
duction Rates [Notice 99–46] received Sep-
tember 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4383. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to establish the basis for reimburse-
ment for services provided by Working Cap-
ital Fund activities for USDA and other Fed-
eral entities, and for the recovery of all costs
for service provided to any entity; to ensure
adequate capitalization of the Fund; and to
establish appropriate levels of operating re-
serves for the Fund; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Agriculture and Government Reform.

4384. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to permit the payment of
medical expenses incurred by the U.S. Park
Police in the performance of duty to be made
directly by the National Park Service; joint-
ly to the Committees on Resources and Gov-
ernment Reform.

4385. A letter from the Administrator,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to pro-
vide a temporary authority for the use of
voluntary separation incentives to assist the
U.S. Small Business Administration in
transitioning its workforce; jointly to the
Committees on Small Business and Govern-
ment Reform.

4386. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend the Food Stamp Act of
1977 to restore food stamp eligibility to cer-
tain elderly aliens residing in the U.S. on
August 22, 1996; jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Agriculture.

4387. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to improve the operation of the United
States Mint as a Performance Based Organi-
zation in the Department of the Treasury;
jointly to the Committees on Banking and
Financial Services, Government Reform, and
the Judiciary.

4388. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to restore Sup-
plemental Security Income and related Med-
icaid benefits to certain disabled immigrants
who lawfully enter the United States after
August 22, 1986; jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means, the Judiciary, and Com-
merce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. COMBEST: Committee on Agriculture.
Supplemental report on H.R. 2559. A bill to
amend the Federal Crop Insurance Act of
strengthen the safety net for agricultural
producers by providing greater access to
more affordable risk management tools and
improved protection from production and in-
come loss, to improve the efficiency and in-
tegrity of the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–300
Pt. 2).

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 299. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2506) to amend
title IX of the Public Health Service Act to
revise and extend the Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research (Rept. 106–328). Referred
to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. HORN, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. FROST, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. BARRETT of
Nebraska, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. DAVIS of
Florida, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. CARDIN, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 2909. A bill to provide for implementa-
tion by the United States of the Hague Con-
vention on Protection of Children and Co-
operation in Respect of Intercountry Adop-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on the Judiciary,
and Education and the Workforce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. DUNCAN, and Mr. LI-
PINSKI):

H.R. 2910. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
the National Transportation Safety Board
for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BERRY (for himself, Mr. FORD,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. TANNER, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. JOHN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. DICKEY,
and Mr. COOKSEY):
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H.R. 2911. A bill to provide economic devel-

opment assistance and the planning and co-
ordination needed to assist in development
of the lower Mississippi Delta region; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin:
H.R. 2912. A bill to amend title XIX of the

Social Security Act to eliminate the termi-
nation of additional Federal payments to
States under the Medicaid Program for ad-
ministrative costs related to certain out-
reach and eligibility determinations; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon:
H.R. 2913. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus-

tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
to authorize grants to provide juvenile ac-
countability coordinators to take a com-
prehensive approach to holding first- and
second-time nonviolent juvenile offenders
accountable for their actions; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself and Mr.
HANSEN):

H.R. 2914. A bill to prohibit the sale of to-
bacco products through the Internet or other
indirect means to individuals under the age
of 18; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MURTHA, and Ms. ESHOO):

H.R. 2915. A bill to protect students from
commercial exploitation; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
WEINER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H.R. 2916. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to require persons to obtain a
State license before receiving a handgun or
handgun ammunition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
WEINER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H.R. 2917. A bill to condition certain jus-
tice assistance grants to the States on the
implementation of handgun registration sys-
tems; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 2918. A bill to amend Public Law 89–

108 to increase authorization levels for State
and Indian tribal, municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial water supplies, to meet current and
future water quantity and quality needs of
the Red River Valley, to deauthorize certain
project features and irrigation service areas,
to enhance natural resources and fish and
wildlife habitat, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. REGULA, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
GILCHREST, and Mr. HILL of Indiana):

H.R. 2919. A bill to promote preservation
and public awareness of the history of the
Underground Railroad by providing financial
assistance, to the Freedom Center in Cin-
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for himself
and Ms. BALDWIN):

H.R. 2920. A bill to permanently reenact
chapter 12 of title 11 of the United States
Code, relating to family farmers; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHADEGG:
H.R. 2921. A bill to amend the Comprehen-

sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 relating to
settlements by certain qualified businesses,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the

Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. GEJDENSON):

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
European Council noise rule affecting
hushkitted and reengined aircraft; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on International Relations, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution
commending Greece and Turkey for their
mutual and swift response to the recent
earthquakes in both countries by providing
to each other humanitarian assistance and
rescue relief; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself, Mr.
NEY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. REGULA,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. QUINN, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
NORWOOD, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. YOUNG of
Florida, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. KASICH, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. WISE, Mr. KLINK, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. STRICK-
LAND, Mr. COBURN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BACHUS,
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. BUYER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
FROST, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. HORN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. COOK, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. BOYD, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. HILL-
IARD, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Ms. DANNER, Mr. TURNER,
Mr. ROEMER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. BARCIA, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Ms. LEE, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. BERRY,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA):

H. Res. 298. A resolution calling on the
President to abstain from renegotiating
international agreements governing anti-
dumping and countervailing measures; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 148: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Ms.
ESHOO.

H.R. 163: Mr. TURNER and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

H.R. 274: Mr. KASICH.
H.R. 354: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 360: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.

OBERSTAR, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 385: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 405: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.

TURNER, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. SAXTON, and Ms.
GRANGER.

H.R. 406: Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 488: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 505: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. PEASE.
H.R. 515: Mr. MEEKS of New York.
H.R. 531: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 750: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 809: Mr. COSTELLO and Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 860: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 933: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 961: Ms. ESHOO, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE

JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. HOLLEY of Oregon, and
Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 984: Mr. CAMP, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FORD,
and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 996: Mr. MATSUI and Mr. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 1060: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 1080: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1082: Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 1095: Mr. KLINK, Mr. POMEROY, Mrs.

LOWEY, and Mr. LAZIO.
H.R. 1149: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 1168: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. SANCHEZ,

Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 1244: Ms. GRANGER and Mr. COOK.
H.R. 1248: Ms. DUNN.
H.R. 1272: Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 1283: Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. PETRI,

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. DICKEY, and Mr.
LINDER.

H.R. 1291: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 1300: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BILBRAY, and

Mr. GANSKE.
H.R. 1322: Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 1367: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 1399: Mr. OWENS, Ms. WATERS, and

Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 1459: Mr. GRAHAM and Mr. HUTCH-

INSON.
H.R. 1472: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 1483: Mr. GREENWOOD and Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 1547: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 1628: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 1644: Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 1824: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mr.

ISAKSON.
H.R. 1832: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.

GILLMOR, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 1840: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 1871: Mr. CANNON and Mr. MENENDEZ.
H.R. 1917: Ms. GRANGER.
H.R. 1926: Mr. ROGERS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and

Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1932: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. MCCAR-

THY of Missouri, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SABO, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SPRATT, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 1933: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 2121: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms. KAP-
TUR.

H.R. 2170: Mr. FORD, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DOOLEY of California, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 2232: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 2265: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LEE, Mr.

BRADY of Texas, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 2294: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 2372: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.

MASCARA, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. HERGER, Mrs.
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BONO, Mr. STUMP, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
WELLER, and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 2389: Mr. FROST and Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 2418: Mr. GORDON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
WU, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. NORWOOD,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 2436: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. BAKER, and
Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 2453: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 2539: Mr. DOOLEY of California and Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California.
H.R. 2556: Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mrs.

MORELLA, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
H.R. 2558: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, Mr. SALMON, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
PEASE, and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 2564: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 2595: Mr. OBERSTAR.
H.R. 2652: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.

WAXMAN, and Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2662: Ms. DUNN, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and

Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 2672: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. REYES.
H.R. 2687: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 2708: Mr. GARY MILLER of California

and Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 2713: Mr. STARK.
H.R. 2722: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.

HINCHEY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. MOAKLEY, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 2743: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
LEACH, and Mr. FORD.

H.R. 2766: Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 2774: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 2786: Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2870: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

ENGEL, Mrs. KELLY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 2896: Mr. KING.
H.R. 2899: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Mr.

HINCHEY.
H.R. 2901: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 2905: Ms. LEE.
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. FILNER,

Mr. REYES, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr.
STEARNS.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. CRANE.
H. Con. Res. 46: Ms. STABENOW.
H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. BOYD, Mr. LUCAS of

Kentucky, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WISE, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, and Mr. WU.

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mr. LEACH, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. BARRETT
of Wisconsin.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. METCALF.
H. Res. 238: Mr. HORN.
H. Res. 254: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SMITH of

Washington, Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. FILNER, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. BERMAN, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. LEE, Mr. WU, and
Ms. BALDWIN.

H. Res. 280: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. PETRI.
f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY MR. BILIRAKIS

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 3, line 2, strike
‘‘by’’ and all that follows through ‘‘research’’
on line 3 and insert the following: ‘‘by con-
ducting and supporting—

‘‘ ‘(1) research’’.
Page 4, line 3, strike ‘‘synthesizing and dis-

seminating’’ and insert ‘‘the synthesis and
dissemination of’’.

Page 4, line 7, strike ‘‘advancing’’ and in-
sert ‘‘initiatives to advance’’.

Page 4, beginning on line 11, strike ‘‘shall
undertake’’ and all that follows through

‘‘evaluations’’ on line 12 and insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘shall conduct and support research
and evaluations, and support demonstration
projects,’’.

Page 4, line 25, strike ‘‘shall support’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘activities’’ on page
5, line 4, and insert the following: ‘‘shall con-
duct and support research, evaluations, and
training, support demonstration projects, re-
search networks, and multi-disciplinary cen-
ters, provide technical assistance, and dis-
seminate information on health care and on
systems for the delivery of such care, includ-
ing activities’’.

Page 6, line 5, strike ‘‘made available
under section 487’’ and insert ‘‘made avail-
able under section 487(d)(3) for the Agency’’.

Page 7, beginning on line 21, strike ‘‘that it
uses’’.

Page 7, line 23, strike ‘‘that it uses’’.
Page 7, line 24, strike ‘‘behind health care

practice’’ and insert ‘‘underlying health care
practice’’.

Page 8, beginning on line 15, strike ‘‘Health
Care Improvement Research Centers’’ and in-
sert ‘‘health care improvement research cen-
ters’’.

Page 8, line 20, strike ‘‘Provider-based Re-
search Networks’’ and insert ‘‘provider-based
research networks’’.

Page 8, line 23, insert ‘‘evaluate and’’ be-
fore ‘‘promote quality improvement’’.

Page 13, beginning on line 7, strike ‘‘In car-
rying out 902(a), the Director’’ and insert
‘‘The Director’’.

Page 14, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘, the
needs’’ and all that follows through ‘‘and
monitor’’ on line 8 and insert the following:
‘‘, including the health care needs of popu-
lations identified in section 901(c), provide
data to study the relationships between
health care quality, outcomes, access, use,
and cost, measure changes over time, and
monitor’’.

Page 15, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘shall
support research, evaluations and initiatives
to advance’’ and insert ‘‘shall conduct and
support research, evaluations, and initia-
tives to advance’’.

Page 18, beginning on line 15, strike ‘‘clin-
ical practice and health care technologies’’
and insert ‘‘health care practices and tech-
nologies’’.

Page 18, beginning on line 21, strike
‘‘health care practices and health care tech-
nologies’’ and insert ‘‘health care practices
and technologies’’.

Page 19, line 1, strike ‘‘promoting edu-
cation, training, and providing’’ and insert
‘‘promoting education and training and pro-
viding’’.

Page 19, beginning on line 2, strike ‘‘health
care practice and health care technology as-
sessment’’ and insert ‘‘health care practice
and technology assessment’’.

Page 20, line 4, insert ‘‘health care’’ before
‘‘technologies’’.

Page 25, line 5, insert ‘‘National’’ before
‘‘Advisory Council’’.

Page 29, beginning on line 4, strike ‘‘the
maximum rate of basic pay payable for GS–
18 of the General Schedule’’ and insert the
following: ‘‘the daily equivalent of the an-
nual rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV
of the Executive Schedule under section 5315
of title 5, United States Code, for each day
during which such member is engaged in the
performance of the duties of the Advisory
Council’’.

Page 43, line 2, insert ‘‘National’’ before
‘‘Advisory Council’’.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 6, line 10, insert be-
fore the period the following: ‘‘, and with re-
spect to the priority population involved,
shall in addition take into consideration the
extent to which the individuals who receive
the training will maintain a continuing com-
mitment to health services research regard-
ing such population (taking into account de-

mographic, socioeconomic, and other appro-
priate factors)’’.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 7, after line 14, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(g) ANNUAL REPORT.—Beginning with fis-
cal year 2003, the Director shall annually
submit to the Congress a report regarding
prevailing disparities in health care delivery
as it relates to racial factors, socioeconomic
factors, and disease prevalence in priority
populations.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 21, line 6, insert
after ‘‘agencies,’’ the following: ‘‘minority
institutions of higher education (such as His-
torically Black Colleges and Universities,
and Hispanic institutions),’’.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. THOMPSON OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 21, after line 8, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) MEDICAL EXAMINATION OF CERTAIN VIC-
TIMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Director shall promote evi-
dence-based clinical practices for—

‘‘(A) the examination and treatment by
health professionals of individuals who are
victims of sexual assault (including child
molestation) or attempted sexual assault;
and

‘‘(B) the training of health professionals on
performing medical evidentiary examina-
tions of individuals who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, sexual assault, elder abuse,
or domestic violence.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN CONSIDERATIONS.—Evidence-
based clinical practices promoted under
paragraph (1) shall take into consideration
the expertise and experience of Federal and
State law enforcement officials regarding
the victims referred to in such paragraph,
and of other appropriate public and private
entities (including medical societies, victim
services organizations, sexual assault pre-
vention organizations, and social services or-
ganizations).

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. THOMPSON OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 46, after line 2, add
the following section:

SEC. 4. REPORT ON TELEMEDICINE.

Not later than January 10, 2001, the Direc-
tor of the Agency for Health Research and
Quality shall submit to the Congress a re-
port that—

(1) identifies any factors that inhibit the
expansion and accessibility of telemedicine
services, including factors relating to tele-
medicine networks;

(2) identifies any factors that, in addition
to geographical isolation, should be used to
determine which patients need or require ac-
cess to telemedicine care;

(3) determines the extent to which—
(A) patients receiving telemedicine service

have benefited from the services, and are sat-
isfied with the treatment received pursuant
to the services; and

(B) the medical outcomes for such patients
would have differed if telemedicine services
had not been available to the patients;

(4) determines the extent to which physi-
cians involved with telemedicine services
have been satisfied with the medical aspects
of the services;

(5) determines the extent to which primary
care physicians are enhancing their medical
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knowledge and experience through the inter-
action with specialists provided by telemedi-
cine consultations;

(6) determines the manner in which the
confidentiality of information on patients
can be protected when information is trans-
ferred via electronic telemedicine networks;
and

(7) identifies legal and medical issues relat-
ing to State licensing of health professionals
that are presented by telemedicine services,
and provides any recommendations of the Di-
rector for responding to such issues.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 12, after line 14, in-
sert the following subparagraph:

‘‘(C) The conduct of research on methods
to reduce the costs to consumers of obtain-
ing prescription drugs.

Page 12, line 15, strike ‘‘(C)’’ and insert
‘‘(D)’’.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Page 13, after line 5, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) STUDIES OF METHODS TO IMPROVE AC-
CESS TO HEALTH SERVICES.—The Director
shall conduct, and shall provide scientific
and technical support for private and public
efforts to conduct, studies of the organiza-
tion, delivery, and financing of health serv-
ices in order to determine the cost and qual-
ity effects of various methods of substan-
tially increasing the number of individuals
in the United States who have access to
health services.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 13, after line 5, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) STUDIES OF METHODS TO IMPROVE AC-
CESS TO HEALTH SERVICES.—The Director
shall conduct, and shall provide scientific
and technical support for private and public
efforts to conduct, studies of the organiza-
tion, delivery, and financing of health serv-
ices in order to determine the cost and qual-
ity effects of various methods of substan-
tially increasing the number of individuals
in the United States who have access to
health services. Such studies shall include a
study to determine the impact of a single
payer insurance coverage program on health
expenditures in the United States during the
fiscal years 2000 through 2007 compared to
the projected impact of the current system
on health expenditures in the United States
during such period.
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